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PREFACE

F ebruary 1973.
Dur ing th ree day s of  heari ng s in Ma y 1972, th e Fo re ign Re lat ion s 

Comm ittee he ard tes tim ony descr ibing  the  or igin  and evo lut ion  of 
Am erican  inv olvement  i n Vietnam . App ea rin g as witnesses before  th e 
Com mit tee  we re Messrs. Lesl ie Gelb,  Ja mes  C. Thomson, Noam Chom
sky , A rt hur Schle singer , J r. , Abbot Low  Moffat, and F ra nk White. 
In  tes tim ony cov ering the years  1945-72, each  man share d wi th the  
com mit tee his  pa rt ic ul ar  experie nce s an d extens ive  kno wledge  in an 
eff ort  t o po rt ra y a fu ll pictu re  of the Vi etn am  conflict .

Of pa rt ic ul ar  i nte rest was  t he  d escri pti on  by fo rm er  Office of  S tr a
teg ic Service  (O SS ) Officer F ra nk W hi te  of t he  co nve rsa tion s he held  
wi th  IIo Chi  Minh imme dia tely af te r W or ld  W ar  I I , and the exten t 
of  conta ct Ho and th e Viet Mmh  ha d wi th  othe r OS S officers. As a 
resu lt of Mr.  W hi te 's tes tim ony, I  requ ested the intell igence  rep orts 
de ta ili ng  these ea rly  con tact s. W ith the ass istance  of  the Na tio na l 
Arc hives,  the Fo re ign Re lat ion s Com mit tee  has recent ly secured the  
dec lass ification and release of  a selection  o f t hese  documents. Th ey  are 
being made public fo r t he  fi rst  tim e in the appe nd ix of  th is pr in t.  Nec
essary  deletio ns hav e been made fo r security reasons an d are  noted  in 
the te xt  w hereve r app ropr ia te .

Th e Comm ittee dec ided  at  its  me eting  in executive session on 
Fe br ua ry  6 th at  these he ar ings  w ith  t he  p rev iou sly  classif ied mater ia l 
sho uld  be pub lish ed.

J . W. F ulbright, Cha irman.
(V)





CAUSES, ORIGIN S, AND LESSONS OF THE VIETNAM WAR
TU ESDA Y, MA Y 9, 1972

U nited States Senate,
Committee on F oreign Relations,

W  ashin gto n, D.G.
The com mit tee  met , pu rsua nt  to notice, at  10 a.m., in  room 4221, 

New Se na te Office Bu ild ing,  Se na tor J . W.  Fulb right (c ha irm an ), pre sid ing .
P re se n t: Sena tor s F ul br ig ht , Mu skie , Aiken a nd  Pe rcy .
The C hairm an . The  com mit tee  will  come to ord er.

O PEN IN G  ST ATEM ENT

The Uni ted St ates  tod ay  h as  68,000 troops sta tio ned in  So uth V ie t
nam , w ith  an ad di tio na l 52,000 men on s hip s offshore,  37,000 Adr Fo rce  
personnel  in ne ighb or ing Th ai land  an d 10,000 on Guam. Th e ar riva l 
of  t he  six th  ai rc ra ft  ca rr ie r sta tio ned off V ietn am br ings  the numb er 
of  combat  a ir cr af t to  1,000. On some day s in pa st weeks the se ai rc ra ft  have flown as ma ny  as 1,000 so rties. As of  Apr il 29 of  th is  y ear, ove r 55,861 Ame ricans  have los t th ei r lives i n Indochin a.

Th is week’s he ar ings  on the causes, ori gin s and lessons of  the  V ie tnam wa r, whi le hi sto ric al  in emphasi s, cannot overlook the fa ct  th a t 
the Un ite d States  continues  to  be dee ply  involv ed in th is trag ic  w ar  in  Vie tnam.

The questio ns we will  addre ss in  these heari ngs ar e:  W hy  are we 
fig hti ng  in Vietn am  ? Ho w did we ge t there ? W ha t were the reasons 
fo r the in iti al  U.S . com mitment  ? Ha ve  thes e reasons chang ed,  an d if  so, why do we persist  ?

The Uni ted St ates  has been activ ely  involved in Vietn am  fo r well  
over a decade al thou gh  th e roo ts of  th at involvement  str etc h bac k as fa r as the  Second W or ld  W ar . By rev iew ing  the  hi sto ry of t he dee pen 
ing U.S . inv olv ement in  In do ch ina,  we hope th is  inqu iry  wi ll yie ld 
lessons f rom  w hich p resent  a nd  f ut ur e pol icy migh t benefit.

W ithi n the governm ent and th e sch ola rly  com munity , a numb er of  
expla na tio ns  of  U.S. policy  in  Vi etn am  hav e developed du ring  th e past years. In  t he  nex t few d ays o f he ar ings  we will con sider a  v ar ie ty  
of views a nd  perspect ive s on th e w ar.

By ap plyi ng  these al te rn at ive cr itica l perspectiv es to the hi sto ry  
of  U.S. policy  in  V iet nam, we ma y ar rive  a t a b ett er  u nd er stan ding  of 
the causes , ori gin s and  esc ala tion of  the  war.

A rece nt, very im po rtan t cont rib ut ion to  th at un de rs tand ing was  
the declassi fica tion  an d publi ca tio n of “U ni ted State s-V iet nam Rela-  
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tions, 1945-1967,” po pu larly  known as the  “P en tago n Pa pe rs .” Th is 
comp ila tio n of  documents an d ana lyses sheds ligh t on much of the 
official th in ki ng  behin d cr itica l decisions tak en  in the  war .

To  c on tri bu te  to  a  b et te r un de rs tand ing o f th ese  decisions, t he  Com
mitt ee  on Fo re ign Re lat ion s ha s un de rta ke n its  own staff studie s of  
im po rtan t tu rn in g p oin ts in th e war. The firs t stu dy , “V ietnam  Com 
mi tm ents,  1961,” de al t w ith  the  crit ical  decisio ns m ade  d ur ing the  fi rst  
ye ar  of the  K ennedy A dm inist ra tio n.

Th e second stu dy , “T he  Uni ted State s an d Vi etna m; 1944-1947,”  
exa mined  in de tai l Am erican  at tit ud es  towa rd  Ho  Ch i Minh  du ring  
an d a ft er  the  Second W or ld  War .

A th ir d  s tud y on nego tia tio ns  rem ain s class ified  a t the insi stence of  
th e Dep ar tm en t of  Sta te.

Tw o m ore stud ies,  one on th e even ts le ad ing up to th e D iem coup a nd  
th e ot he r on U.S . bombing  policies,  are  in the process of being com
ple ted . In  pr ep ar in g these studie s, the com mit tee staf f has rel ied  
he av ily  on th e Pe ntag on  hi sto ry . Despi te ou r requ ests  to  severa l execu
tiv e agencie s f or  add ition al  d ocum ent ation, thes e hav e been  d enied us.

IN V IT A T IO N S TO T ESTIF Y

Th is  week’s heari ng s on th e or igi ns  o f t he  w ar  a re a conti nuati on  o f 
th e effort  t o adv ance the dia log ue  over and fu rt her  u nd er stan ding  o f 
th e U.S.  role  in the Vi etn am  war. To  b rin g a broad spe ctrum  of pe r
spectiv es to bear on the causes , o rig ins and lessons of the  war,  the com
mitt ee  has inv ited disti ng uis he d sch ola rs an d fo rm er  governm ental  
officials to tes tify. Th e com mit tee was pa rt icul ar ly  anx ious to ob tai n 
th e bene fit o f th e experience of  officials who ha d been ac tual ly  inv olved 
in  ea rly  dec isio nmaking on the  war. Unf or tuna te ly , the hi gh -ran ki ng  
officials who were  inv ite d to ap pe ar  e ith er  r efu sed to te st ify or backed  
ou t at  th e l as t moment. On ly fo rm er  Se creta ry  of  S ta te  De an Ru sk ha s 
indica ted t hat  he m ight  be able to  ap pe ar , bu t a t a la te r da te.

today’s witnesses

As  ou r firs t witnes s we are fo rtu na te  to hav e Dr . Les lie Gelb  fro m 
Br ookin gs  In st itut io n who served  as the Ch ai rm an  of  the Vi etn am  
Tas k Fo rce  in the Dep ar tm en t of  Defense  which  pr ep ared  the  P en ta 
gon hi sto ry  of the war. He wil l be followe d by Pr ofessor Jame s C. 
Thom son , Jr .,  fro m H ar var d U nive rsi ty,  who served  i n the St ate De 
pa rtm en t and on th e W hi te  House  staff du ring  the Kennedy and 
Jo hn so n ad mi nis tra tio ns .

Dr. Gelb , we are very plea sed  to have you. Since the heari ng s were  
set,  o f course, the re  ha ve been  some s ign ific ant  cha nge s in  the s itu ati on . 
W he th er  o r n ot you  wish to  comm ent on those , o f course, is up to you , 
bu t we wou ld be  ve ry please d now i f you w ould  prese nt y ou r tes tim ony .

STATEMENT OF LESLIE H. GELB, BROOKINGS INSTITUTION

Mr. Gelb. Mr.  Ch ai rm an , I  am hon ore d by yo ur  co mm ittee’s invi ta 
tio n to  prese nt te stimo ny  on th e su bject of  Vietnam.

W ha t is real ly on my mind  is the Pr es id en t’s speech last  n ig ht  an d 
th e actio ns t hat  wi ll flow f rom it.
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T believe my testimony is relevant to tha t speech and those actions, 
hut I would be glad to comment fur the r on the President’s speech later  
in my testimony.

The purpose of your hearings is h istory , but with respect to Viet 
nam the past and the present are irrevocably interlocked.

The mind-numbing sameness of the war and the overwhelming fact 
tha t this  war is not yet history  compel us to be contemporary historians  
with all the  attendant risks.

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I  would like to severely sum- 
marize my statement and ask t ha t it be entered in the record in its entirety.

The Chairman. Yes, indeed; it will all be entered and you may proceed.
'• Mr. Gelb. My testimony will deal with (1) the past , specifically, the

causes of United  States  involvement in the war, and (2) the present, 
specifically the lessons of the past that bear on today.

Wars are supposed to tell us about ourselves. Are we a wise and ju st 
Nation? Or are we foolish and aggressive, merciless or humane, well- 
led or misled, v ital or decadent, hopeful or hopeless? Nations in war 
and afte r war, win or lose, try  to scratch away a t the  paste or  glue or 
traditions or values th at held the ir societies toge ther and see of what  
they are made. It  is arguable  whether a society should indulge in such 
self-scrutiny. Societies are, as Edmund Burke wrote, “delicate, in tri 
cate wholes” tha t are more easily damaged than  improved when sub
jected to the glare of Grand  Inquisitors .

But in the case of our own society and the war in Vietnam, too many 
people are seeking answers and are entitled to them, and many are 
only too eager to fill in the blanks. The families and friends of those 
who were killed and wounded will want to know whether i t was worth 
it afte r all. Intellectuals  will want to know “Why Vietnam?” Men 
seeking and holding political office will demand to know who was 
responsible.

The answers to these questions will themselves become political facts 
and forces shap ing the United State s’ role in the world and our lives 
at home for years to come.

*  OF FE RE D EXPL A N A TIO N S OF  TJ.S . IN V O LV EM EN T IN  V IE TN A M

Central  to this inquiry is the issue of causes of U.S. involvement in 
Vietnam. I have found eight discernible explanations advanced in the

* Vietnam litera ture.  Different authors combine these explanations in 
various ways, but I  will keep them separate fo r the purpose of analysis. 
I will then sketch my own position.

Let me just list . Mr. Chairman, the e ight different explanations tha t 
have been offered: (1) the arrogance of power; (2) bureaucratic poli
tics;  (3) our domestic polit ical s ituation and forces; (4) imperialism;  
(5) the explana tion of men making hard choices pragmatica lly; (6) 
balance of power politics, talk  of honor and keeping commitments, 
credibility of ou r commitments; (7) the slippery slope thesis, t hat  we 
got into the war in Vietnam through excessive optimism and inad
vertence; and (8) I think, most importantly, the explanation tha t we 
got into Vietnam principally to stop communism.
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HO W AND  W IT H  WHA T EXPECT ATION S UN ITED  STATES BECAME INVOLVED

As of  th is po int in m y own research . I  advance three pro posit ion s to 
expla in how and wi th wha t exp ectatio ns the Un ite d State s became 
involved in th is w ar:

Fi rs t,  the U.S.’s involvemen t in Vie tnam is no t ma inl y or  mos tly 
a sto ry of  step by step , inadve rte nt  descent int o unforeseen quick 
sand. I t  is pr im ar ily  a story of why U.S . leader s conside red  th at  
it  was vi tal  no t to lose Vie tnam by force to comm unism . Our  l ead ers  
believed  Vietnam  to be vi ta l no t fo r its elf  b ut  fo r wh at  t hey thou gh t 
its  loss wou ld mean inte rnati onall y a nd  dom estic ally . P rev iou s involv e
ment made fu rthe r invo lvem ent more una voidable  a nd , to th is  extent, 
com mitmen ts were inh eri ted . But  jud gm ents of Vi etn am ’s vita lness, 
begin nin g with the  Korean war , were  sufficient in them selves to set 
the cou rse f or  escala tion.

Second, ou r Pre sidents were nev er ac tua lly  seek ing a m ili ta ry  vic
to ry  in Vie tnam . In  my opinion, the y were  doing  only wh at they 
thou gh t was min ima lly necessary  a t each stage t o keep Indochina , and  
la te r South  Vie tnam , out of  Comm unist han ds.  In  a way , th is  made 
our policy a fun ctio nal  equ iva len t of escalat ion  and a fun ctional 
equ iva len t of  seeking  v icto ry.

Th is forced  ou r P resid en ts t o be brakem en,  to do less t ha n those who 
were ur ging  mili tary  vic tory and to reject  pro posals  fo r diseng age 
ment. I t  also meant  th at  our Pres iden ts wanted a negotia ted  set tle
ment. wi tho ut fu lly  rea liz ing —thou gh  rea liz ing  more th an  thei r 
cri tics —th at  a civil wa r can not  be ended by political  compromise.

Th ird , our  Pr esi dents  an d most  of  th ei r l ieu ten ants w ere not deluded 
by op tim ist ic rep or ts of pro gre ss and did  no t proceed on the basis of 
wis hfu l th in ki ng  a bou t winn ing  a  mili ta ry  vic tory in South  Vie tnam . 
They recognized th at  the  s teps t hey were taki ng  were not adequa te to 
win the wa r and th at  unles s Ha no i relented,  the y wou ld have to do 
more  and more.

Th ei r st ra tegy  was to  persevere in the hope  th at  th ei r will to con
tinue , i f no t th e prac tic al effects o f t he ir  ac tions , would cause th e Com
mu nis ts to  rele nt.

W ith  your  permissio n, M r. Ch airma n, I  would  l ike to en ter  into  th e 
record  of  my tes timony  th e art icl e in which I  developed thes e p rop osi 
tions  and expa nd on these pro pos itions.

Th e Chair man . Yes, wi thou t objection, it will  be so done. (See 
append ix. )

PRESIDE NT  NIXO N’S JU ST IFIC ATI ON FOR CO NT INUA TIO N OF WAR

Mr.  G elb. Pr es iden t N ixon  m ay no longer  be devoted to simple an ti 
communism as the  main reason fo r pu rsu ing the Vie tnam war . Il is  
ad mi nis tra tio n has  done much to rid  the  publ ic debate  o f the  old cold 
wa r cliches.  The Pr es iden t’s l as t two  speeches, however , in which he 
fre quently  invoked the “C ommunis t” th reat , does raise susp icions 
about changes  in his th inking . Nevertheless, Pres iden t Nixon has  fo r 
the  most  par t just ified continuation  of the  wa r along two lin es : firs t, 
he says  that  i t is crucial to  ou r f ore ign  policy and, second, he  says t hat  
los ing  w ould  l ead to a n ightmare of rec rim ina tion at  home u nd ermin
ing  pol itic al su pp or t for  U.S.  in ter es t abroad.
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CENTRAL TASK BEFORE COMMITTEE

From my vantage point the central task before this committee is to evaluate the Pres iden t’s rationales on their  merits , of course, but also agains t the lessons we should have learned from 25 years of war in Vietnam.
LESSONS WE SHOULD HAVE LEARNED

Lesson one concerns the Saigon government and milit ary forces. They always get better, but they never ge t good enough. The current North  Vietnamese offensive, whatever the immediate results, shows once again tha t the Saigon forces cannot defend themselves without massive American assistance. Regardless of what can be said about the improvement and bravery of the Saigon forces, one simple fact obscures all the rest—a North Vietnamese force of some 100,000-plus men are fighting and beating a 1 million-plus South Vietnamese armed force backed up by about 800 tactical  air  sorties per day. Something is wrong somewhere. Something always has been wrong.
The lesson is tha t m ilita ry power without political cohesiveness and support is an empty shell. With out the legitimacy, without politica l legitimacy in a government  and the quest for it in South Vietnam seems never ending, the Saigon regime perpetual ly will require American support.
Lesson two concerns the Hanoi government. While annual hints and predictions have it  that  the North Vietnamese are about to expire, the ir will to  fight seems undiminished and they keep coming back. It  is not necessary to glori fy Hanoi to face this  fact. The bru tali ty of Hanoi's methods of warfare  have matched, if not exceeded, Sa igon’s, but something for them always has gone right somewhere.
The lesson, I believe, is tha t time and determination are on the side of the elemental tide  of nationalism and tha t the leadership in Hanoi, for h istorical reasons, always has symbolized this basic pol itical force.Lesson three comes back to the n ature of the w ar itself. The war in Vietnam was and is a civil war and a war for nationa l independence, in my opinion. The central question of who shall rule Vietnam would have been settled on just these terms  long ago had it not been for the intervention of outside powers. The reason, I think , is tha t the war will never end as long as outside powers keep it going. This goes for Russia and China as well as for the United States. But the United States  has a par ticu lar responsibil ity for  prolonging this war. We must face the t ragic and bru tal fact and probability  that more Vietnamese will die by the continuation of the present war than will die, in my opinion, from the bloodletting  following its conclusion.
We can attr ibute grea t principles to our involvement in Vietnam but these principles can mean only continuing death to the Vietnamese and in the end the strugg le will be resolved as it began, by the Vie tnamese themselves.
A four th lesson related to the others concerns bombing and, I believe, mining of ports. The lesson is t ha t more bombing and mining will bring nei ther victory nor peace.
More bombing and mining  in North  Vietnam will, in time, somewhat curtail Hanoi’s present offensive in the south but at the risk of once again setting back U.S. relations with Russia and China and at the price of countless civilian lives.
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More bombing in South Vietnam will impede Hanoi’s offensive at  
the expense of killing and making refugees out of hundreds of t hou
sands of people.

What , then, is the purpose of such senseless slaughter ?
A fifth lesson concerns domestic dissent. Many people who par tici 

pated in the efforts of the last 7 years to change our policy say 
that they thin k they were wasting the ir time. I do not agree. Their 
opposition and the potent ial t hreat of g reate r public opposition was a 
constant factor in the deliberations of American policymakers over 
the years.

The lesson is th at dissenters may not have been powerful but they 
were not powerless. Responsible criticism often centered in these cham
bers. played an important and honorable role in preventing  worse out
rages from taking place.

A sixth and final lesson stemming from the others concerns dealing 
with dilemmas and ending the war.

DIL EM MA S PRESEN TED TO UN ITED  STATES BY VIET NA M

Given the constant goal of a non-Communist south Vietnam since 
the Korean war, Vietnam has presented the United States  with 
dilemmas.

At first our leaders realized there was no chance of defeat ing the 
Vietminh unless France granted independence to Vietnam, but tha t 
if France granted independence to Vietnam she would not remain and 
fight the war. So we could not win with France and we could not win 
without her. Then our leaders recognized tha t Diem was hopelessly 
losing the support of the people but, at the same time, t hat  he repre
sented the  only hope of future political  stab ility. So we could not win 
with Diem and we could not win without him. Later, our leaders came 
to the view tha t the Saigon regime could not survive without massive 
American involvement and that the North  Vietnamese effort seemed 
able to survive despite our efforts. So, again, the war cannot be won 
with the Uni ted States nor without the United States.

REASO NS GIVEN FOR PE RS IST ING QUESTIONED

In full knowledge of these dilemmas, our leaders persisted never
theless. Each successor group of leaders thought that they might  ju st 
succeed where their predecessors had failed , or at least tha t they would 
prevent defeat. Our leaders plowed on for the range of reasons dis
cussed earl ier in th is paper .

For many years, until the American people saw the policy was not 
working and began doubting the word of thei r elected officials, these 
reasons found a generous reception. It  is not difficult to understand 
why proposals for U.S. disengagement fell on deaf ears. People be
lieved in th is war for a very long time, but  this  is a different time and 
we have, I think, a new and more sensible lens through which to view 
the war.

The old rationales about nations fal ling like dominoes to communism 
and our own Nation falling into the pit  of McCarthyism no longer, in 
my judgment, can stand close scrutiny. Extrem ists looking fo r scape
goats will try  to cause trouble but every indication is tha t the American
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people want out of this war. Nor should U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam presage a return to popular isolationism. If  continuing commitments elsewhere in the world are  honest ly explained and seem reasonable to the American people, they have a proven record of being willing to bear inte rnational burdens.
As fo r the fate of Vietnam being central to the credibi lity and successes of all ILS. foreign policy, as President  Nixon has often suggested, this is a h ighly questionable proposition. What wisdom is there tha t causes President Nixon to link what he calls the “dignity of the < office of the Presidency” to the fate of the Saigon forces? Who stillbelieves tha t any of our allies expect us to fight indefinitely? IIow many of our allies were worried enough about the fate of Vietnam to make a meaningful contribut ion to its defense ? I f anything , the domino theory may now be true in reverse, tha t is, if we continue the war, this act alone might jeopardize the growing pursuit of common int erests between Washing ton and Peking and Moscow and might undermine American political support for a continuing  U.S. security role in the world.
It  would be bette r to find some magic diplomatic formula tha t could reconcile all parties in Vietnam in a free and democratic process. No civil war has been settled by polit ical compromise. Every president— even Presiden t Nixon’s generous terms when measured by the standard  of na tion-to-nation negotiations cannot resolve the hatreds and stakes of a civil war. Civil warr ing parties  will not risk their  lives and thei r lifelong aspirat ions in the throw of some electoral dice. Elections require tru st and a common loyalty. These are precisely the ingredients  which are missing in a civil war.
At this point in his tory, the issue of morality as between the Hanoi and Saigon regimes is not a c learcut matter. The refugees a re fleeing south, not north.  But when they get south they develop no loyalty to Saigon. I t is not easy now to declaim whether Hanoi or Saigon is right about who should rule South Vietnam. But  I do believe that the United States is not the keeper of Vietnamese morality and tha t it is wrong for  our Nation to perpetuate this  war.

WHAT PENTAGON PAPERS DO AND DO NOT TELE US>
The Pentagon papers, the matt er specifically before thi s committee, tell the s tory of how the executive branch of our government perpetuated the Vietnam war. They do not tell us about the role of the Con- gress, the news media, the political climate in our country and our values, or the reactions of other nations. Nor do the Pentagon papers answer the question of what  kind of nation are we, the question which I posed at  the beginning of th is presentation.  We may well have th is answer in the coming weeks.

ONLY WAY TO RESOLVE VIETNAM DILEMMA

The only way, in my judgment, to resolve the Vietnam dilemma is for the United S tates to set a date certa in fo r the complete withdrawal of our land, sea and air forces from the Indochina theater in return for our prisoners of war. We must also stand ready to provide refuse for those desiring to leave South \ ietnam. This is not a good alternative—
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the one I am proposing. There are  costs tha t we cannot run away from, but i t is better  than persisting in an endless, hopeless and tragic war. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
(Mr. Gelb’s prepared  statement fol lows:)

Statement oe Leslie H. Gelb on Vietnam : Causes of the War and Lessons 
Learned

Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the committee, I  am honored by your committee's invitation to present testimony on the  subject of Vietnam. The purpose of your hearings is history, but with respect to Vietnam, the past and the present are irrevocably interlocked. The mind-numbing sameness of the war and the overwhelming fac t that  thi s war is not yet history, compel us to be contemporar y histor ians with all the a ttendant  risks.
My testimony will deal with (1) the past, specifically the causes of U.S. involvement in the war, and (2) the present, specifically the lessons of the past th at bear on today.
Wars are supposed to tell us about ourselves. Are we a wise and jus t nation? Or are we foolish and aggressive? Merciless or humane? Well led or mislead? Vital or decadent? Hopeful or hopeless? Nations in war and after war, win or lose, try to scratch away at the paste or glue or tradit ions or values tha t held thei r societies together  and see of w hat they are made. I t is arguable  whe ther a society should indulge in such self-scrutiny. Societies are, as Edmund Burke wrote, “delicate, in tricate wholes” th at are  more easily damaged than  improved when subjected to the glare of Grand Inquis itors.
But in the case of our own society and the war in Vietnam, too many people are seeking answers and are entitled to them, and many are only too eager to fill in the blanks. The families and friends  of those who were killed and wounded will want to know whether it was worth it afte r all? Intellectuals will want to know “why Vietnam”? Men seeking and holding political office will demand to know who was responsible? The answers to these questions will themselves become political facts and forces, shaping the United States role in the world and our lives at home for years to come.

I .  CAUSE S OF  T H E  WAR  :  T H E  RA NG E OF  EX PL A NA TI O N S

Central to this inquiry is the issue of causes of U.S. involvement in Vietnam. I have found eight discernible explanations advanced in the Vietnam literatu re. Different authors combine these explanations  in various ways, but I will keep them separate for the purpose of analysis. I will, then, sketch by own position.
1. The arrogrance of power

This view holds that a driving force in American envelopment in Vietnam was the fact tha t we were a nation of enormous power and like comparable nations in history, we would seek to use this power at  every opportunity. To have power Is to want to employ it, is to be corrupted by it. The ar rogance derives from the belief tha t to have power is to be able to do anything. Power invokes right and justifies itself. Vietnam was there, a challenge to this power and an opportunity for its  exercise, and no task was beyond accomplishment.There can be no doubt about this stra in in the behavior of other  great powers and in the American character. But this is  not a universal law. Great powers, and especially the United States have demonstrated self-restraint. The arrogance of power, I think, had more to do with our persisting in the war than with our initial  involvement. It always was difficult for our leaders back in Washington and for operatives in the field to believe tha t American resources and ingenuity could not devise some way to overcome the adversary.
2. Bureaucratic politics

There are two, not mutually exclusive, approaches within this view. One has it tha t national security bureaucrats (the professionals who make up the military services, civilian Defense, AID, State, and the CIA) are afflicted with the curse of machismo, the need to asse rt and prove manhood and toughness. Career advancement and acceptability within the bureaucracy depended on showing tha t you were not afra id to propose the use of force. The other ap-



proach has it tha t bureaucrats purposefully misled thei r superiors about the 
situa tion in Vietnam and carefully constructed policy alternatives so as to cir
cumscribe their superiors, those forcing furth er involvement in Vietnam.

The machismo phenomenon is not unknown in the bureaucracy. It  was difficult, 
if not damaging, to careers to appear conciliatory or “soft”. Similarly, the con
striction of options is a well-known bureaucratic device. But, I think, these ap
proaches unduly emphasize the degree to which the President a nd his immediate 
advisers were trapped  by the bureaucrats. The President was always in a posi
tion to ask for new options or to exclude certain others. The role of the 
bureaucracy was much more central to shaping the programs or the means used 
to fight the war than the key decisions to make the commitments in the first 
place.
5. Domestic politics

This view is quite complicated, and authors argue thei r case on several dif
ferent levels. The variants  are if you were responsible for losing Vietnam 
to communism, you would: (a) lose the next election and lose the White House 
in par ticu lar;  (b) jeopardize your domestic legislative program, your influence 
in general, by having to defend yourself constantly against political at ta ck ; 
(c) invite the return of a McCarthyite right-wing reaction; and (d) risk under
mining domestic support for a continuing U.S. role abroad, in turn, risking dan
gerous probes by Russia and China.

There can be no doubt, despite the lack of supporting evidence in the Penta
gon Papers, about the importance of domestic political considerations  in both the 
initial  commitment to  and the subsequent increase in our Vietnam involvement. 
Officials are reluctant, for obvious reasons, to put these considerations down in 
writing, and scholars therefore  learn too li ttle about them. I t should also be noted 
tha t domestic political factors played a key pa rt in shaping the manner in which 
the war was fought—no reserve call-ups, cer tain limitations on tyombing ta rge t
ting, paying for the war , and the like.

Imperialism
This explanation is a varient of the domestic politics explanation. Proponents 

of this view argue tha t special interest groups maneuvered the United States 
into the war. Their goal was to capture export markets  and natura l resources at  
public expense for priva te economic gain.

The evidence put forward to support this “devil theory” has not  been persuasive. 
Certain groups do gain economically from wars, but the ir power to drive our 
political system into war tends to be exaggerated and over-dramatized.
5. Men making hard choices pragmatically

This is the view t ha t our leaders over the years were not men who were in
spired by any part icular ideology, but were pragmatists weighing the evidence 
and looking at each problem on its merits. According to this perspective, our 
leaders knew they were facing tough choices, and their  decisions always were 
close ones. But having decided 51 to 49 to go ahead, they tried to sell and imple
ment their policies one hundred percent.

This view cannot be dismissed out-of-hand. Most of our leaders, and especially 
our Presidents, occupied centrist political positions. But Vietnam is a case, I be
lieve, where practical politicians  allowed an anti-communist world view to get 
the best of them.
6. Balance of power politics

Intimately related  to the pragmatic explanations is the conception which often 
accompanies pragmatism—the desire to maintain some perceived balance-of- 
power among nations. The principal considerations in pursuing this  goal we re: 
seeing that “the illegal use of force” is not allowed to succeed, honoring commit
ments, and keeping credibility with allies and potential adversaries. The under
lying judgment was that failure to stop aggression in one place would tempt 
others to aggress in ever more dangerous places.

These represent  the words and arguments most commonly and persuasively 
used in the executive branch, the Congress, and elsewhere. They seemed common- 
sensical and pruden tial. Most Americans were prepared to s tretch  the ir meaning 
to Vietnam. No doubt many believed these arguments on their  own merits , but in 
most cases, I think, the broader tenet of anti-communism made them convincing.
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7. The slippery slope
Tied to the pragmatic  approach, the conception of balance of power and the arrogance of power, is the explanation which holds that  United States involvement in Vietnam is the story of the slippery slope. According to this view, \ iet- nam was not always critical to U.S. national security ; it became so over the years as each succeeding administration piled commitment on commitment. Each admin istrat ion sort of slid further into the Vietnam quagmire, not really understanding the depth of the  problems in Vietnam and convinced that it could win. The catchwords of this view are optimism and inadvertence.
While this explanation undoubtedly fits certain individuals and certain  periods of time, it is, by itself, a fundamental distortion  of the Vietnam experience. From the Korean War, stated American objectives for Vietnam were continuously high and absolute. U.S. involvement, not U.S. objectives, increased over time. Moreover, to scrutinize the range of official public statements  and the private memos as revealed in the Pentagon Papers makes it difficult to argue tha t our leaders were deceived by the enormity of the Vietnam task before them. It  was not necessary for our leaders to believe they were going to win. It  was sufficient for them to believe tha t they could not afford to lose Vietnam to communism.

8. Anti-Communism
The analys ts who offer this explanation hold tha t anti-communism was the central and all-pervasive fact of U.S. foreign policy from a t least 1947 until  the end of the sixties. After World War II, an ideology whose very existence seemed to threaten basic American values had combined with the national force of first Russia and then China. This combination of ideology and power brought our leaders to see the world in “we-they” terms and to insist tha t peace was indivisible. Going well beyond balance of power considerations, every piece of terri tory  became critical, and every beseiged nation, a potential  domino. Communism came to be seen as an infection to be quarantined rath er than  a force to be judiciously and appropriately balanced. Vietnam, in particular , became the cockpit of confrontation between the ‘‘Free World” and Totalit aria nism; it was where the action was for 20 years.
In my opinion, simple anti-communism was the principal reason for United States involvement in Vietnam. It  is not the whole story, but it is the biggest part.
As of this point in my own research, I advance three propositions to explain why, how, and with what expectations the United States became involved in the Vietnam war.
First, U.S. involvement in Vietnam is not mainly or mostly a story of step by step, inadvertent  descent into unforeseen quicksand. It  is primarily a story of why U.S. leaders considered that it was vital not to lose Vietnam by force to Communism. Our leaders believed Vietnam to be vita l not for itself, but for what they thought its “loss” would mean internat ionally and domestically. Previous involvement made furth er involvement more unavoidable, and, to this extent, commitments were inherited. But judgments of Vietnam’s “vitalness”—beginning with the Korean War—were sufficient in themselves to set the course for escalation.
Second, our Presidents were never actually seeking a military victory in Vietnam. They were doing only what they thought was minimally necessary at each stage to keep Indochina, and later South Vietnam, out of Communist hands. This forced our Presidents to be brakemen, to do less than those who were urging military victory and to reject proposals for disengagement. It  also meant tha t our Presidents wanted a negotiated settlement without fully realizing (though realizing more than their  critics)  tha t a civil war cannot be ended by political compromise.
Third, our Presidents and most of thei r lieutenants were not deluded by optimistic reports  of progress and did not proceed on the basis of wishful thinking about winning a military victory in South Vietnam. They recognized tha t the steps they were taking were not adequate to win the war and t hat  unless Hanoi relented, they would have to do more and more. Their strategy was to persevere in hope tha t their  will to continue— if not the practical effects of their ac tions— would cause the Communists to relent.
With your permission. Mr. Chairman, I would like to enter into the record of my testimony the artic le in which I develop these propositions.
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II . LESSO NS LEARNED

President  Nixon may no longer be devoted to simple anti-communism as  the  main reaso n for pursuing the  Vietnam war. His adminis tra tion has done much to rid  the public deba te of the old cold war cliches. The President 's speech of April 30, however, in which he frequently invoked the  “comm unist” th reat  does rai se  suspicions about his change of think ing. Never theless, Pre sident  Nixon has, for  the most part, just ified  continuation of the wa r along  two lines: first, th at  “the rig ht way out of Vietnam is cruc ial to our  chang ing role in the world, and  the  peace in the  world” ; and  second th at  losing would produce a “nightmare of recr iminat ion” at  home, undermining polit ical supp ort for U.S. intere sts  abroad.From my vantage  point, the  cen tra l task before thi s Commit tee is to eva lua te the  Pre sident 's rationale s on their  merits,  of course, but also again st the  lessons we should have learned from twenty-five years of war in Vietnam.Lesson one concerns the Saigon Government and milita ry forces. They always  get  bette r, but  they neve r get good enough. The curre nt North Vietnamese offensive, wha teve r the  immediate resu lts, shows once aga in th at  the  Saigon forces  cann ot defend themselves withou t massive American assistance. Regard less  of what can be said  about the  improvement and  bravery of the Saigon forces, one simple fac t obscures all the res t—a North Vietnamese force  of some 100,000 men is figh ting and b eatin g a 1 mill ion p lus South Vietnamese army  backed up by about 800 tac tical ai r sort ies per day. Something is wrong somewhere. Something always  has  been wrong.
The lesson is that  mi lita ry power withou t polit ical cohesiveness  and supp ort is an empty shell. Americans can have grea t sympathy for the many non-communist South Vietnamese who do not want to be ruled  by the  communists. Yet, these  groups neve r have been able to submerge their  own difference into  a single, unified purpose and  gathe r supp ort from the  pea san t masses. Most recently,  the  Thieu regime has  gained in stabili ty but not in legitimacy. Without th is legi timacy, and the  quest fo r i t seems never-ending, the  Saigon regime pe rpetual ly will require  American support.
Lesson two concerns  the H anoi Government . W hile ann ual  hints  and pred ictions have it th at  the  North Vietnamese are  abou t to expire, their  will to fight seems undim inished and they keep coming back. It  is not  necessary  to glori fy Hanoi  to face thi s fact.  The bruta lity of Hanoi's methods of wa rfa re have matched, if not exceeded, Saigon's. And certainly , Hanoi has  received massive doses of aid  from the Soviet Union and  C hina—although only a  fractio n of the aid  the  United  Sta tes  has given to Saigon. But  something has gone right for them somewhere.The lesson is, I believe, th at  t ime and. dete rmination are  on the side of the elemen tal tide  of nationa lism , and  that  the lead ersh ip in Hanoi always has  symbolized th is basic polit ical force. To be sure , the efficiency. But  efficient au thor ita riani sm is not the  prin cipal reason for Hanoi ’s success. In the  pas t, dic tatorial regimes have  fall en und er fa r less pressure tha n has  been absorbed by Hanoi. The only sat isfactory  exp lana tion  is that  at  least for  its own people and  for a sub stantial minority  in South Vietnam, Hano i sti ll stands for  nationa lism  and  independence.
Lesson three  comes back to the na tur e of the  war itself.  The wa r in Vietnam was and is a civil war and  a war for  natio nal  independence. The cen tra l question  o f  who shall  rule Vietnam would have been settled on j us t these  term s long ago had  i t not been fo r the  in terv ent ion  o f outside powers. Whenever one Vietnamese side or the oth er in this conliict  was in dang er of losing, an outside power  would step  in to redress the  balance . When France  and the United  Sta tes  increased their  efforts, Russia  and China would follow suit .The lesson, I thin k, is th at  the  war  never will end as long as outs ide powers  keep it going. This goes for Russ ia and China  as well as the  United States. But  the United Sta tes  has a pa rti cu lar  responsibi lity for prolonging thi s war. There can be litt le doubt who would have won in 1945 or 1954 or 19G5 had the United Sta tes  res tric ted  its  role or stayed out. There is, I feel, litt le doubt  who would win today. This, in turn, gives the  United Sta tes  an add itional  responsibil ity— stan ding ready to provide asylum to all those  South Vietnamese who believe their  lives would be endangered by a  Nor th Vietnamese victory. But before  this poin t is reached, we must face the  trag ic and bru tal  prob abili ty th at  more Vietnamese will die by the  continuation of the  present war tha n will die in a bloodlett ing  following its  conclusion.
We can at tri bu te  grea t princ iples to our involvement in Vietnam—stopping communism, preventing  fall ing dominoes, seeing that  aggression does not succeed, p rotecting the  fab ric  of U.S. foreign policy at  home and abroad. But  these
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principle s can mean only continuing dea th to the  Vietnamese. In the  end, the
struggle wil l be resolved, as it  began, by the  Vietnamese themselves.

A fo urt h lesson, rela ted  to the  others, concerns  bombing. In April 1954, Pre si
den t Eisenhower, backed by all the milita ry chiefs  except the Chairman, decided 
th at  U.S. bombing could nei the r save Dienbienphu nor tu rn  the  tide of bat tle 
again st the  Vietminh nor make the  Vietminh cease and desist. Over the  years, 
our  lead ers have lost sight of the basic soundness of thi s decision. Bombing has 
not  broken Hanoi’s will, and there is no sign th at  it  could. Bombing does impose 
cer tain limitat ions on the movement of men and supplies, but  not to low enough 
levels to prevent Hanoi’s carrying out its  stra tegy. Tac tica l bombing is supposed 
to be quite  effective aga inst conventiona l force  operations and it can be decisive 
in paric ula r batt les, but it has  not prevented Hanoi in the  las t months from 
bringing down tank s, truck s, and heavy art illery  into the  South, and it  cann ot i*
ultim ately do th e job of ground forces.

The lesson is th at  more bombing will brin g nei ther victo ry nor  peace. More 
bombing in North Vietnam would, in time, somewhat curta il Hanoi’s offensive 
in the South, but  at  the risk  of once aga in set ting back United Sta tes  rela tions 
with  Russia and China and at the price  of countless civilian lives. More bombing I f
in South Vietnam will impede Han oi’s offensive at  the  expense of killing and 
making refugees out of hundreds of thousands  of peasant s. What, then , is the  
purpose of such senseless slaugh ter?

A fifth lesson concerns domestic dissent. Many people who partic ipa ted  in the 
effor ts of the las t seven ye ars to change our policy say th at  they think  they  were 
wasting their  time. I do not agree. Their  opposition, and the potenti al th re at  of 
grea ter public opposition, was a con stant fac tor  in the  delibera tions of Ameri 
can po licy-makers du ring  the las t two Adm inist ratio ns.

The lesson is th at  dissente rs may not have been powerful, but  they  were not 
powerless. Responsible critic ism,  often  centered in these chambers, played an 
imp orta nt and honorable role in preventing worse outrages  from tak ing  place

A sixth and  final lesson stemming  from the othe rs concerns  dealing with 
dilemmas and  ending th e war . Given the con stan t goal of a  noncommunist  South 
Vietnam since the Korean War , Vietnam has  presented the United States with 
a dilemma. At first, our lead ers realized th at  the re was no chance of defeating  
the  Vietminh unless  France  gran ted  independence to Vietnam, but th at  i f Fran ce 
granted independence, she would not  remain and fight the  war.  So, we could 
not win with  France  and we could not  win withou t her. Then, our  le aders recog
nized th at  Diem was hopeless ly losing  the supp ort of the  people, bu t a t the  same 
time, th at  he represente d the  only hope of fut ure  politic al stab ility . So, we could 
not win with  Diem and we could not  win withou t him. Later, our  lead ers came 
to the  view th at  the Saigon regime could not  survive without massive U.S. in
volvement , and  th at  the Nor th Vietnamese effort seemed able to survive despite 
U.S. efforts. So again, the  w ar could n ot be won with  the  United Sta tes nor  with
out the  United States.

In full knowledge of these dilemmas, our leaders persisted never theless. Each 
successor group of lead ers thou ght  th at  they might just  succeed where the ir 
predecessors had  failed —or at  least,  th at  they would prev ent defea t. Our leade rs 
plowed on for the rang e of reasons discussed  ear lie r in thi s paper. For  many 
years (un til the American people saw the  policy was not working and began 
dou btin g the word of their  elected officials), these  reasons found a generous 
reception. It  is not difficult to under stand why proposals for U.S. disengagement 
fell on dea f ears.  But thi s is a diffe rent  time, and we have, I think , new and r
more sensible lenses through which to view the war.

The old rationa les abou t nat ions fall ing  like  dominoes to communism and our 
own nation fall ing into the  pit  of McCarth.vism no longer can stan d close 
scrutiny.  Extrem ists  looking for  scapegoats will try  to make trouble, but  every 
indication is th at  the  American people wan t out of this war. Nor should U.S. 
withdrawal from Vietnam presage a ret urn to popular isolationism. If  Continuing 
comm itments elsewhere in  the  world are hones tly explained and seem reasonable 
to the  American people, they have  a proven record o f being willing  to b ear in ter
nat ional burdens. As for the  fate of Vietnam being cent ral to the credibility  and 
successes of all U.S. foreig n policy, as President  Nixon has  suggested so often, 
thi s is an improbable proposit ion. Wh at wisdom is there that  causes  President  
Nixon to link  the  “dign ity of the office of the Presidency” to the  fate of the 
Saigon forces? Who still believes th at  any of our allie s expect us to fight in
definitely? How many of our  allies were worried enough about the  fate of



Vietnam to make a meaningful contribution to its defense? If  anything, the domino theory may now be true in reverse. That is, i f we continue the war, this act alone might jeopardize the growing pursu it of common interests between Washington and Peking and Moscow and might undermine American political support for a continuing U.S. security role in the world.
It  would be better to find some magic diplomatic formula tha t could reconcile all parties in a free and democratic process. But the pursuit of such a magic formula in the Vietnam civil war is a dangerous illusion. No civil war has been settled by political compromise. Even President Nixon’s generous terms when measured by the standard  of nation-to-nation negotiations cannot resolve the hatreds and stakes of a civil war. Civil warring partie s will not risk their  lives and their life-long aspira tions  in the throw of some electoral dice. Elections require trus t and a common loyalty. These are precisely the ingredients which are missing in a civil war.
At this  point in his tory, the issue of moral ity as between the Hanoi and Saigon regimes is not a clear-cut matter . The refugees are fleeing South, not North. But when they get South, they develop no loyalty to Saigon. It  is not easy now to declaim whether Hanoi or Saigon is right  about who should rule South Vietnam. But I do believe tha t the United S tates is not the keeper of Vietnamese morality and tha t it is w’rong for the United States to perpetuate this war.The Pentagon Pai>ers, the matter specifically before this Committee, tell the story of how the executive branch of our government perpetua ted the Vietnam war. They do not tell us about the role of the Congress, the news media, the political cl imate in our country and our values, or the reactions of other nations. Nor do the Pentagon Papers answer the question of what kind of nation are we— the question which I posed at the beginning of this presentation. We may well have this answer in the coming weeks.
The only way, in my judgment, to resolve the Vietnam dilemma is for the United States to set a date certain  for the complete withdrawal of our land, sea, and air  forces in return for our prisoners of war. We must also stand ready to provide refuge for those desiring to leave South Vietnam. This is not a good alternat ive. There are costs that we cannot run away from. But i t is be tter than persisting  in an endless, hopeless, and tragic war.
The Chairman. Thank you, I )r. Gelb. I can assure you it is only 

a coincidence tha t you were scheduled for this very morning, but I 
think what you have had to say could not have been more appropriate 
to the circumstances with  which we are confronted today.

We have Professor Thomson who has  arrived. I think perhaps so 
tha t we can question both of you, would you sit where you are, Dr. 
Gelb, and, Mr. Thomson, would you come up and give your statement ? 
Then we will proceed to questions.

While he is se ttling down, Dr. Gelb, there is one question that  keeps 
recur ring there : You assert so positively, and I agree, tha t this is a 
civil war. That is a basic assumption that the Government of the 
United States has never accepted. They have always rejected the idea 
that  this is a civil war. I  believe we will pursue that  later.

Professor Thomson, we are very g lad to have you this morning.
STATEMENT OF PROFESSOR JAMES C. THOMSON, JR., HARVARD 

UNIVERSITY

Mr. Thomson. Mr. Chairman, I am very glad to be here. I think 
you will find a certain  overlap between my thoughts and those of my 
friend  and colleague, Mr. Gelb.

I am very grate ful to testify  here before your distinguished com
mittee, sir. on the  orig ins and the lessons of the Indochina war. I  must 
add. however, tha t I am frank ly astounded to be doing so while that 
war continues in yet a new phase of escalated American involvement in
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th is  fif th  mo nth  of  the  y ea r 1972. Had  I been told, as a St at e Dep ar t
me nt official 10 yea rs ago  o r as a Na tio na l Security Cou nci l s taff  mem
be r 7 ye ars  ago,  th at  the Un ite d State s would sti ll be a A ietn am war 
par tici pa nt  in 1972, I wou ld hav e been u tte rly  in credulous . M ost of my 
colleagu es wou ld hav e been equ ally  disb elieving .

All  of  us— pol icymakers, leg islato rs, and citi zens alik e— hav e been 
exposed by now to more da ta , docume nts,  exhorta tions , and preach 
ments  abo ut th is  wa r th an  on any oth er unresolved cri sis  in  ou r his 
tory . Le t me try,  there fore , to sum marize very  brie fly my own views 
on the mat ter.

SU M M ARY OF W IT N E SS’ VIE W S ON  U .S . IN VOLV EM EN T

One, Am erican  pa rti cipa tio n in Vie tnam hosti lit ies  is a step th at  
cou ld have and should  have been avoided . Once  beg un,  it  sho uld  and 
cou ld have been ended at  several  jun ctu res . Today , th is week, is only  
the m ost recent of such jun ctu res .

Two, th e Vie tnam reg ion , an  Asia n colonial appendage, w as a region  
governe d so badly by its  F renc h colo nial  ruler s fro m the l ate 19th cen
tu ry  th ro ug h 1940 th at  Vie tnam ese na tionalism and Vie tnamese com
munism  la rgely  coalesced d ur in g th e s tru gg le  ag ain st firs t F rance, t hen 
Ja pa n,  and the n Fr an ce  again . As  a res ul t of  such  coalescence, such 
fus ion , the lea dersh ip of the Vie tnamese rev olu tion fo r independe nce  
and na tionhood had  lar ge ly fa lle n un de r the control of lon g-indige 
nous Vietnam ese Comm unists by th e mid-  an d la te-1940’s. IIo  Chi  Minh  
was the  Geo rge Wash ing ton  of Vietn am , wh ate ver we may th in k of 
his  pol itic s, though , like Geo rge W ashing ton, he ha d to str ug gle 
again st loy ali st pro-Eu ro pe an  e lements  wi th in  the burea ucrac y, arm y 
and inte lligentsia .

Th ree , Vietn am  was, fu rther  a colonial reg ion  in which the Fr en ch  
so d elayed  and bungled  the  o pp or tuni tie s fo r post-1945 gracefu l with 
draw al th at  they were eventua lly  fo rce d o ut by IIo Chi Min h a nd  Ge n
era l Gi ap  in  1954 und er  f ai rly ign ominious c ircu mstances. Moreov er— 
a sad ly im po rta nt  po in t fo r ou r na tio n—they were  forced  out  at  a 
tim e whe n the  Un ite d State s ha d been sud den ly tra um at ized  by the  
cold war  in Eu rop e, the so-called loss of  Ch ina  and then  the Korean 
war .

A fo ur th  po in t: Ag ains t th is  backdro p, Am erica' s pro gressiv e in 
volvem ent  wen t th roug h severa l very sep ara te stages. F ir st  W ashing 
ton  acquiesced in  the Fr en ch  r etur n to Indo ch ina and then financed  the  
Fren ch  war  th ere  la rgely  f or  reasons t hat  ha d no th ing a t a ll to do w ith  
Asia, bu t, ra ther , as M r. Ac.heson and oth ers  have  r evealed , as t he  pr ice  
req uir ed  to  win  Fren ch  pa rti cipa tio n in We st Eu rope an  defe nse a r
ran gem ent s. Bv  1951 t hat  price to taled  n early  $4 bil lion . But  w ith  t he  
Com munis t vic tory in Ch ina , Washing ton developed a second ra tion 
ale, nam ely , res istance  to wh at was wrongly  perceiv ed as monolith ic 
in te rn at iona l communism—Pe ki ng  and Ha no i as mere  creatio ns and 
pu pp ets of  Moscow. Such a fa lse  perc ept ion  was inte nsif ied by  the  out 
break of  the  Ko rea n wa r and  Chi na ’s eve ntual en try  into th at  wa r as 
General  M ac Arth ur  m arc hed  to t he  Y alu  Ri ve r and the Chin ese fron 
tie r. From  th is point on. W ashing ton saw Ch inese-directed communism 
sp ill ing ou t all  over  Asia, and Vietnam  became merely  one break  in 
the  dik e.
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A fifth po int: lienee , Washington’s fur the r blunder of disasso
ciating  the United States  from the 1954 Geneva Accords and grad
ually moving in to replace the French and help upset those accords, 
all on the false assumption of communism’s monolithic nature and 
China ’s expansionist aims. We took such moves despite the patently  
special nature  and force of Vietnamese national communism, a grad
ually escalating commitment on our part  to an historical, political,  and 
logistical swamp tha t any great power should have known enough to 
avoid.

V A sixth general po in t: Hence, further,  the compounding of these
initia l blunders throu gh escalatory intervention by two Administ ra
tions in an unfinished Vietnamese civil war from 1961 onward, while 
pretending  a ll along tha t it was not a civil war. In conjunction with 

v  these moves, policymakers sought to explain such involvement to the
American people by developing a public description of what was a t 
stake in Vietnam tha t bore little  relevance to reality but created, de 
facto, a new reality throu gh what one might call rhetorical  escalation; 
in other words, Vietnam became of supreme importance largely  be
cause we said it was of supreme importance.

A final po in t: None of this , I would add, was the result of criminal
or malevolent men, either in Washing ton or necessarily in Southeast 
Asia. Most of it was the result of ignorance, shortsightedness, fear, 
frus trat ion,  and fatigue , and the like, though ignorance, shortsighted
ness, fear, fru strat ion,  and fatigue can, in fact, lead to and have lead to 
criminal consequences.

REJO IN D ER OF  SU FFER IN G  IF  U N IT E D  ST AT ES  HAD NOT IN TE RVENED

Let me deal at once •with one obvious rejoinder to the preceding cap- 
sulized account. Vietnam obviously confronted American policymak
ers with a situation where, if Washing ton had not intervened, a good 
many innocent anti-Communists would have suffered in the course of 
civil war and revolution. But even if i t were argued th at we should be 
in the business of rescuing oppressed peoples from thei r compatrio ts 
on a worldwide basis—a dubious proposition, I would suggest—I 
would say tha t infinitely more suffering has been inflicted and con-

* tinues to be inflicted today on people in both Vietnams and in Laos 
and Cambodia by our intervention than  would have occurred if we 
hadn’t intervened. Those who have warned for  years of the impending 
bloodbath must face the  grim reality of the daily bloodbath we have

* imposed on Indochina . Here, indeed, is one of the most strik ing cases 
in modern history of a cure far  worse than the disease.

R EJO IN D ER  OF DO M IN O THEO RY

As for tha t other recurrent rejoinder, the so-called domino theory, 
such s implistic formulat ions are mainly a cover for sloppy thinking. 
As anyone who knows tha t nation’s tortured  history must see, Vietnam 
is a special and peculiar  mix of ingredients—unique, not general, and 
certainly  not a “test case.” What happens  there tells us nothing very 
useful about the future anywhere else. Moreover, the consequences of 
Communist success there must  therefore be examined with special care 
and precision; and such examination indicates t ha t i t would not have
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ramifications of real significance beyond the three Indochina states 
already affected, except, of course, for the commonplace of what  one 
might  call the “ripp le” effect—which is a far  cry from the vision of 
falling dominoes.

I am convinced, however, t ha t dominoism does contain one impor
tan t kernel of rea lity ; for as I review the record of our Indochina  in
volvement, I detect—as Daniel Ellsberg has put it—one crucial 
domino, and perhaps  the only one, tha t seems to have obsessed each 
American President since Air. Truman, namely, the Admin istration 
in power in Washington. By this I mean that each President has 
sensed a lesson from the Democrats’ so-called loss o f China in 1949 
and their  defeat at the polls in 1952, and has concluded th at the loss 
of South Vietnam to Communism will bring about his own Adminis
trat ion ’s downfall a t the next  general election.

ALTER NATIVES OFFERED AT EVE RT STAGE

One has heard from men in high positions at  each stage of this con
vulsive tragedy tha t no constructive alternative to escalation was 
offered o r available. The fact of the  m atter,  however, is tha t at every 
stage alterna tives have been offered, both from inside and  outside the 
Government. All of them were allegedly unpalatable a t the  time since 
they all r an the risk of a Communist takeover in South Vietnam. Yet 
all of them were proved progressively more palatable in retrospect 
once the oppor tunity  was missed. There were things we could and 
should have done a year ago, 2 years ago, 3, 5, 10 years ago, that are 
substan tially harder to do today, except perhaps  tha t the American 
people may at last be learning. They were proposed at the time and 
they were rejected at each stage because the short-term price of doing 
them seemed infinitely higher than the short-term price of not doing 
them and continuing instead on the same course. But the long-term 
price of no t doing them turns out, of course, to be compounded daily 
and even hourly.

AD MISSION  OF ERROR AND FA ILUR E RECOMME NDED

How, now, can we end the Indochina war ?
In  my view, the answer is f airl y simple: by try ing  the one thing we 

have not tri ed—honesty; specifically, by having the greatness to admit 
national  error,  the  intelligence to act on that admission, and the  com
passion to do it quickly.

To put the matter bluntly, in some wars there is simply no substi
tute for failure. It  is high time to face the long evident tr uth t ha t our 
South Vietnamese clients are the losing faction of a revolutionary civil 
war, could not have lasted the past decade without us, and today will 
not last a week without our constant  aerial and naval bombardment 
of their adversaries  and thei r own people. There  may be way-stations, 
even fair ly enduring ones, to the ultimate outcome of Communist 
domination in the south—for instance, a coalition government. But 
a cold calculation  of Vietnamese interests, as well as ours, should p er
suade us to acquiesce in that ultimate outcome, if  necessary.

What we so desperately have needed is something no President has 
had the courage to face and to tell the American people—that Viet-
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nam  was los t to  Vie tnamese na tio na l com munism  many years  ago by 
the Fren ch , by Am erican s, bu t mostly  by Vietn am ese ; th at no th ing 
sh or t of  pe rpetua l war  m ight  ret rie ve  th a t loss (and  at  wha t c o s t! ) ; 
th at the loss doesn’t m at te r in ter ms  of  Am eri can sec uri ty in ter es ts 
an d indeed  ha s never m at te re d; an d th a t an adm ission  of er ro r and 
fa ilu re  th at  br ings  peac e to  a shat te red reg ion  is fa r fro m “nat iona l 
hu mili at ion,” as Mr.  Nixon once cal led  it,  b ut  is, ra th er , the fir st step 
toward na tio na l reg enera tio n, an ac t o f true  n at iona l courage .

W ha t wou ld be the resu lts  of  such a message  fro m the Pres ide ncy ? 

WARNINGS OF RIGHTWING BACKLASH AND NEOISOLATIONISM

We  ha ve been  w arn ed  f or  as long as I  served  in  governm ent a nd  now 
by  those in the presen t ad min ist ra tio n,  o f the righ tw in g bac kla sh,  the  
new loss-o f-China witch  hu nt  th at  would  follow such  a move. We  
hav e been wa rned  of  t he  h eadlo ng  fl ight  into iso lationism o r neo isola
tionis m th at  wo uld  ensure . A re  these rea l d an ge rs ?

Th e firs t, a bac kla sh,  seems pro bable  in some form  in the wake of 
vi rtua lly any outcome  sh or t of  vic tory. I t  i s sim ply  a fa ct  o f lif e, the 
ine scapab le p ric e open  societies  mu st pay fo r r ig ht in g a  m ajor  and pr o
lon ged  wro ng.  But  it  is also very cle arl y con tainable  in the prese nt 
ins tan ce,  th an ks  lar ge ly  to th e overw helming  agenda  of  th ings  to  be 
don e a t home and  e lsew here  in  th e w orld, than ks  also to  th e m edia th at  
have  br ou gh t th is  wa r's  in sani ty  int o every  liv ing roo m,  tha nk s, hope
fu lly , as well,  to  eff ective ex ecu tive  lea dersh ip.

As  for  the second  dange r, i solatio nism,  it seems to  me h ighly im pr ob 
able . We  hav e been  overin ves ted , ove rco mm itte d, overe xte nded in  
pa rt s of  the wo rld , an d pa rt ic ul ar ly  in Eas t Asia,  ove r the pa st  20 
years ; indeed,  th e so-called Nix on doctr ine  wisely acknow ledg es th at 
fac t. But  disinvest me nt in  one  ar ea  a nd  pull back  in  Asia  ca nno t in th is  
da y an d age me an an yt hi ng  like  w ha t t hose who grew up  i n the 1920’s 
an d 1930’s so much fear.  We are s imply  too  globally invo lved—thr ou gh  
com municatio ns,  tec hnolo gy, tr ad e,  tr av el , economic in ves tment, diplo
macy and, of  course, ou r special  sta tus as a nucle ar pow er—to  re tu rn  
to  an ything  rese mb ling th e d rea m o f F or tre ss  Am eric a.

WHAT OFFERED FORMULA CAN DO

Thi s is no t to  sug ges t th a t the fo rm ula I offer  here will have easy 
consequences, fo r there is, of  course, no easy  way  ou t of  ou r presen t 
So uthe as t A sia n cris is. B ut  i t can,  u nd er  the  r ig ht  le aders hip , move us 
gr ad ua lly  to ward som eth ing  new and some thi ng  precious—a tempe r
in g of  o ur  n at iona l gr an dios ity , an end  t o ou r specia l sense of  be nevo
lence as a na tio n,  a n eros ion o f t he  ugly  qua lit ies t hat accompany such 
overw ean ing  confidence, inclu din g excess ive fe ar  of  loss or  fa ilu re . I t  
can  l ead , in tim e, towa rd  a new na tio na l m atur ity,  a sense th at  we a re  
only one o f m any and t ha t we cannot t ra ns fo rm  th e w orld by  ourselves.

And  it  can lead in the proce ss, to a new deg ree  o f can dor in ou r gov
ern men t’s rela tio ns  wi th  it s own cit izen s a nd  a new d egree o f r esp ect  by 
th e citizen s fo r th ei r gov ern me nt. We can t he reby  begin  to  cleanse o ur 
selves of  the w ar ’s most de bi lit at in g poison—collective dec ept ion  and 
na tio na l se lf-d ece ption.
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CREATING COMMISSION TO REFLECT ON WAR RECOMMENDED

I  believe th at  one grea t step tow ard  such he alt h, Mr . Ch air ma n, 
would be th e creation of a blue-ribbon, b ipar tis an  nati onal commission  
to reflec t upon th is  qu art er- centu ry tra ge dy  an d to dis til l its  lessons 
fo r th e f utu re . I have in  mind the  cre ation by th e Pres iden t or,  if  neces
sary, bv the Cong ress,  of  a na tio na l commission  on the  causes , co nduct, 
and consequences of the  Ind ochin a war . Such a pro posal  is no t new, 
bu t it does seem to me m ore imperat ive  t ha n ever th at  we m ake every 
effort  to move from  rec rim ina tion to reflection  and unde rst andin g. I 
wou ld hope t ha t such a commission wou ld be given access to all  a rchi ves  
pe rta in ing to the  war, not merely the  Pe ntagon  stu dy  bu t all  oth ers  
as well, and  would tak e tes timony  fro m every level of  pa rti cipa nt . 
I would sugg est th at  it be given a sub sta nti al per iod  of  tim e fo r its  
un de rta kin g—p erh aps 2 or 3 ye ars—and I  would hope  th at  its  ul tim ate  
fund ing s m igh t no t merely point  the f inge r of gui lt,  where  ap prop ria te , 
at all levels of  th e dec isio nmaking and wa r-w ag ing  p rocess but, mi gh t 
also recom mend a  ge neral amn esty  fo r all —fo r Pres iden ts,  th ei r civ il
ian  adv isers and  th ei r mili ta ry  officials fro m general s down th roug h 
the  ranks,  and  also fo r those  whose  consciences ca used  them to choose 
jai l or to flee the country  ra th er  t ha n serve  in the Vietn am  war .

pre sident ’s MAT 8 STATEMENT COMPOUNDS TRAGEDY

Mr. Ch airma n. T liste ned  to Pr es iden t Nixon on the  televisi on las t 
nig ht,  an d I  he ard t rag ed y compounded.

Fac ed with the  fa ilu re  of so-ca lled Vietn am iza tion, the fa ilu re  of 
neg otia tion s and the  fa ilu re  of  rhe tor ica l and mili ta ry  deterrenc e, he 
con fronted now the  p red ictabl e and t he  very  long p red icted , a  r enewal  
of the Vie tnam ese rev olu tionary wa r un de r the lea dersh ip of  No rth  
Ve itnam’s men with a cause , and  the imp endin g co llapse o f w ill among  
Sou th Vie tnam ese who have l itt le  o r no  cause. An d wh at has he d one ? 
li e  has  decreed two  vit al U.S . stakes in  Vie tnam,  the one en tirely  
phony, and the  o the r u nachievable . H e t ell s us  th at  our  60,000 re sid ual 
Am erican troops are  threa ten ed—an d wh at  be tte r way  to  resolve the 
prob lem, one migh t ask, th an  to wi thdraw  them ? An d he tel ls us th at  
the  17 million  South  Vietnamese are  in da ng er  o f b eing taken  over by 
communism, a d ist inc t p oss ibil ity and  eventu al prob ab ili ty  fo r th e p as t 
20 years. Fu rth ermore, he has  reele vated th is  p iti fu l confl ict t o supe r
power and globa l levels  of p ote nti al destruc tion b y impos ing  an  u nd e
clared blockade on N orth Vie tnam and by moving into  d ire ct confr on 
tatio n wi th the Sov iet Union . Fina lly , he  does thes e thi ngs, he tel ls 
us. because no longer  is merely the Presi dency at  s take , as he h ad  said 
last month,  b ut  our honor is at stake. He  asks us, in closing, fo r “the  
same support you ha ve always g iven your P resid en t.”

Mr. Chairma n, the  P resid en t’s pa th  is th e pa th  o f n ational ins an ity . 
The  invocation of nat ional honor over pa thet ica lly  misjudge d stakes  
has  been tri ed  before. The invocation  of su pp or t fo r the  Presi dency 
has been tri ed  befo re. The conscious invocation  of super power col li
sion has  h ere tofore  been caref ull y avoided bv pro ud b ut prud en t men. 
Bu t nat ional honor is not wha t bele aguered  Pres iden ts define it to be ; 
it is grea ter and  more  end uring. And blind support  fo r Pr es iden ts is 
at the  v ery  tap root  o f our continu ing  In do ch ina calamity. As fo r con-
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scious  invoca tion  of  superpo we r coll ision, th at  is a course to ta lly  un 
jus tifi ed by the  s take s, by the  h ist or y,  and  by  t he  issue itself .

TWO ESSE NT IAL STE PS TOWARD REA L PEAC E

Once ag ain  a Pr es iden t has  sta ted the choices falsely. I f  th is  Pr es i
dent  genuine ly wants  peace, if  he genuine ly seeks the relea se of  ou r 
pri son ers , if  he is genuine ly concerned  abou t ou r GO,000 remain ing 
troops, an d if  he genuine ly cares abou t the  fa te  of 17 mi llio n South  

¥  Vie tnamese, he mu st tak e two  lon g essent ial ste ps  t ow ard rea l pe ac e:
the  fir st,  pro posed  6 ye ars ago by the lat e Ro be rt Kennedy , an offer 
at lon g las t to agree to the fo rm at ion of  a coali tion governm ent in 
So uth V ie tn am ; an d the second, pro posed  repeate dly by mem bers  of  \  th is  Con gress, the cle ar an d fina l se tti ng  o f a dead line fo r to ta l with 
draw al  of  all Am eri can  forces  fro m Indochina .

On ly the n can the  people of  Indo ch ina beg in to be rel ieved of the  
ni gh tm are we have he lpe d infl ict upon th em ; and only then  can  the  
people of  Am eric a emerge fro m th ei r own fa r lesser nig htm are .

That  conc ludes my sta tem ent, M r. C ha irm an .
The C hairm an . Than k you v ery  muc h, Mr. T hom son.

COM MENDATION  OF WITNE SS

I t  is a  ve ry clear s tat em ent o f th e s itu at ion i n w hich we are  involved. 
I t is ve ry difficult to know wh at to  do to c han ge the  P re side nt ’s prese nt 
pro posal s. I t  is  di fficult to know  whe re to beg in. Much of  w ha t b oth  o f 
you gentlfemen have said we hav e discu ssed.  Bo th  of  you  brou gh t it  toge ther  in a  very concise a nd  luc id m ann er.

COLLECTIVE  IN CA PA BI LI TY  OF CONFESSIN G ERROR

I t  ha s alw ays  puz zled me why a com mu nity such  as the Uni ted 
St ates  is  inca pab le of  a  co nfes sion  o f er ro r, whereas, eve ryone mak ing 
up  th at  com munity  is no t at all re luctan t to  confe ss er ro r. I t  is  a  p sy chological problem  th at  complete ly baffles me.

As  scholars, why  is th at ? Can you offer an ex plan at ion of  why collec tively  we seem inca pab le o f it  ?
Mr.  T homson. I  wou ld have to have deeper in sigh t int o the Am er

ican na tio na l ch arac ter to give you an answer to  th at .
I  t hi nk  as people we are fa ir ly  much like  o th er  nations, bu t I  t hi nk  

th at  in ou r sel f-im age  as a na tio n, am ong nations, we a re no t like othe r 
nat ion s. We have from the be ginn ing of tim e, ha d a sense of  o ur  ow n 
spec ial mission , ou r own  special  benevolence—“a ci ty b ui lt upon a h ill ,” 
as one fac tio n wou ld call it,  from  the  ea rlies t days , o r as  Je ffe rso n h im 
sel f sa id,  a “ rev olu tion i nte nded  for  all m an kind .”

Now, th is  gets you fa ir ly  up -ti gl it in  te rm s of  e xte rnal look and be
havio r. We hav e wh at  the Chi nese wou ld call an  excessive sense of  face.

The Chairm an . Thi s isn ’t pe cu lia r to  us. T he  Ch inese h ad  tha t same 
th ou gh t and sti ll have it : do n’t the y?  Th ey  w ere the  M idd le Ki ngdom 
and all the res t were ba rbar ians . I t  i s not pe cu lia r th at  we th in k well 
of ourselves. Ne arl y all  na tions , especia lly po we rfu l na tio ns , ha ve ; ha ve n’t th ey  ?
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Mr.  T homson. We are  a  l ot younger a nd  th ey  have  been in the  busi 
ness  for  a lon ger tim e.

Th e Chairm an . Mr . Gelb?
Mr. Gf.lb. Mr.  Ch air ma n, I  hav e a sli gh tly  di ffe ren t slan t on thi s 

answ er t ha n my colleague , Mr. Thom son.
I th in k the reason why our leader s have  not  adm itt ed  e rror  on V iet- 

nam  is because the y th ink the y are rig ht . I  don’t believe fo r one mo
me nt th at  Pr es iden t Nixon is b eing a polit ica l op po rtun is t abou t th is 
war. I  th ink,  m uch more  dangero usly, he believes in wha t he is doing . 
He real ly sees th at the  fall  o f V ietnam will  l ead  to  th e c ollapse  of  U.S . 
fo re ign pol icy abroa d, the un de rm ining  of  po lit ica l su pp or t of  th at  
pol icy  at  home. Wh en he says  th a t it  wou ld be eas ier  fo r him  to  an
nounce  wi thdraw al , I th ink he is sho win g a rec ognit ion  of  the fact  
th at  m ost A me ricans  want him  to wi thdraw , but  he is a sser tin g his own  
judg men t abou t the “v ita lne ss” o f V ietnam again st,  I  th ink,  the w ill of 
many Mem bers  o f Congres s a nd  the  m ajor ity  of the  A me rican people.

NO CONSULTATION WITH SENATE ABOUT PRESIDENT’S DECISION

The C hairman. I t is r at he r curio us. In  th is ins tance yes ter day, so f ar 
as I know, no m ember o f th e Sena te was c onsul ted  in any r esp ect  about  
th e pres iden t’s decision. I  can’t speak fo r the  House. We  were  t old of 
it  at  8 :00 o’clock l as t ni gh t in a ve ry  b rie f sta teme nt  j us t pr io r to his 
announ cem ent . I t  is a ve ry unusua l way fo r a co un try  which  pr o
fesses to  be a demo crac y to  conduct  its  affairs .

There  is s till  th e puzzle of  wha t to  do about  it  because ev ery  evidence  
th at has  come to my at tent io n is th at the  Am erican  people feel  thi s 
ou gh t to be ter minate d an d te rm inated  soon.

PURPOSE OF COMMISSION

Mr. Tho mson,  you d on ’t mean  y ou r idea  of  a comm ission t hat  would 
stu dy  2 o r 3 years as a contrib ut ion to the endin g of the w a r; do you ? 
I t  is to overcome the alle ged  evil  effects of the  en din g of  the war, I  
assum e ?

Mr. T homson. T hat  is cor rec t, to  tr y  to  de fuse  th e issue an d t o d raw  
lessons f rom  t he  issue.

The Chairman . I t could not  contr ibu te------
Mr. T homson. I t  could  not cont rib ute to an endin g of  th e wa r—u n

less the war  is sti ll go ing  on 5 years fro m now, in wni ch case its  f ind
ing s might  help. I  trus t we w on’t be in th at  s ituation .

DIFFIC ULTY OF ADJUSTING TO NEW  CIRCUMSTANCES

Th e Chairm an . Of  course, the occurrences of  las t ni gh t have ob
vio usly upset  a ll of  us, I  suppose,  a nd  o ur  id eas  o f how th is  commit tee 
stu dy  was to proceed. It  is a lit tle  difficult fo r me to ad ju st  to thes e 
new c ircu mstances  so quickly . Al l of us are  st ru gg lin g,  inc ludin g my 
sel f. an d othe r mem bers  o f the  Sen ate . We have ha d two  or t hree  cau
cuses with in  the  l as t few days, and there is an othe r one fo r t hi s af te r
noon, to consider thi s very  que stio n of  wha t can  be done  to p ers uade  our  
ad min is trat ion to move in a dif fer en t direct ion . In  view of the  speech 
last  ni gh t, I  suppose , I  can  th in k o f nothing  to do.
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VALUE OF PROPOSED WITHDRAWAL COUPLED WITH  CEASEFIRE

Do either of you gentlemen have any suggestion, under present ci r
cumstances, of what might  contribute  to a significant move ? Do you 
feel there is any value whatever in the proposal, which he seemed to 
make, of a withdrawal  in 4 months coupled with a ceasefire? The 
ceasefire has always been unacceptable to the Vietnamese. Both of you 
have studied this mat ter at  great length.

It  has been my understanding, in view of th eir experience, particu-  
v  larly  in 1954 at Geneva, tha t they will not accept a milit ary ceasefire

and will not stop  the  mi litary activities p rior to a political agreement 
on the future of Vietnam.

Do you agree with  th at or not, or would you discuss that?
V Mr. Gelb. Th at accords with  my judgment, Mr. Chairman.

I think every indica tion we have from the past  is that the leaders in 
Hanoi  regard a ceasefire as an indication that they have achieved their 
goals rath er than as a means of achieving their goals. There are several 
reasons which they have presented for opposition to a ceasefire. One is 
tha t in the area of a ceasefire where Saigon forces have control, their 
cadres, the ir supporte rs, would come under grave  threat  from the S ai
gon Government.

Second, they don't want to lose the military initia tive tha t comes 
from an offensive. And, finally, and most importantly  in the curren t 
context, from thei r point of view they see Saigon forces as unrave ling ; 
and to declare or accept a ceasefire at this point in time would run 
against the ir m ilitary interests in tha t regard.

RESPONSIBILITY OF CONGRESS BETWEEN NOW AND ELECTION

You made another  point, Mr. Chairman, tha t I  would like briefly to 
respond to. I am under no illusion th at President Nixon would accept 
the kind of proposals that J im Thomson and I have been talking about 
this morning and the members of the Senate have been talk ing about 
for years. He wouldn’t; he will persist in this course. I f there is any 
chance of ending this before the next election, I  think it can only be 
ended here in the Congress. Congressmen and Senators have for years, 

M in my judgment , hidden behind the President on the Vietnam war.
They go along wi th whatever he was saying and doing. He  knew bes t; 
he had all of the facts. If  i t went wrong, it would be his fault.  But I 
think as in many occasions in the past, if the war continues, i t will be 

* as much the responsibility of Congressmen and Senators who did not
oppose the Pres iden t as it is the responsibility of the  President.

Mr. Thomson. I would heartily  endorse what Mr. Gelb just said, Mr. 
Chairman. The President asked us las t nigh t to support  the President. 
I think a higher obligation is to support the well-being of the country, 
and here the people can help, but the  Congress has the majo r responsi 
bility between now and election day.

ACCEPTABILITY OF CEASEFIRE TO HA NO I SECONDARY

Mr. Gelb. One furt her point on ceasefire, sir : One can’t be categori
cal about what Hanoi will do or will not do. We can’t get inside th eir 
minds and we know very little  about how they operate, what the ir
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political processes are. It  is possible t hat  if in the course of the next 
few weeks North  Vietnamese forces captured Hue, and Kontum, a 
ceasefire m ight be acceptable to them; we can't  know. But the thing 
that concerns me very deeply is tha t ceasefire is another one of those 
reeds, another one of those straws, tha t reasonable men in this coun
try —reasonable men grasp at to say, “Let ’s go a little  longer;  let’s 
see if  the P residen t can do it  this time.” I  don’t th ink we should hinge 
our involvement in this war or a lack of interest in this war—our more 
important interests are elsewhere—on whether or not Hanoi is going 
to accept a ceasefire. That has got to be a second matter to a definition *
of where our own interests really lie.

AREA OF AP PLICAT ION OF PROPOSED WI THDR AW AL
J/

Mr. Thomson. I would add tha t Mr. Nixon's exit afte r 4 months 
applies, according to his language, only to Vietnam. He did not say 
withdrawal of forces from Indochina. l ie  said from Vietnam.

Mr. Gelb. I think he did say from Indochina.
Mr. Thomson. My impression is to the contrary, but we can check 

it out.
The Chairman. I  th ink it was; he said Vietnam. I  don’t believe he 

said Indochina, but we can check that .
FAVORABLE REPLY FROM HA NO I NOT LI KE LY

Do either of you think  tha t the offer of a milit ary ceasefire and 
retu rn of our POW ’s in retu rn for withdrawal of 4 months is likely 
to be received favorably?  You do not think th at this is likely to induce 
a favorable reply from Hanoi ?

Mr. Gelb. Jud ging from their responses to similar  kinds of offers 
in the past, I would say no.

PO SSIBILITY  OF UN ITED  STATES AND RU SSIAN  AGREE MENT

The Chairman. What would be your response to the thought tha t 
the speech is a genuine offer to get out in 4 months, if the Russians will 
intercede to spare them, we will say, what can be called a defeat or 
a humiliation? Is there any language and is there anything to suggest «r
to you tha t there has been some kind of agreement between our Gov
ernment and the Russians with regard  to that ?

Mr. Gelb. I  would say there  is an indication  th at there is no agree
ment. At the conclusion of President Nixon’s speech last night , he *
issued a direct warning to the Soviet Union and had Henry Kissinger 
in his most recent secret tri p to Moscow been able to gain Russian 
acquiescence or passiveness in tha t policy. I  don’t think the President 
would have gone so fa r out of his way to try  to put the Soviet Union 
in the very box, p rior to this summit meeting, which he h imself says 
he would never tolerate . He is asking them to accept the humiliat ion 
which he believes that  the United States  never could.
DI ST IN CT IO N CONC ERNIN G STOPPIN G ACTS OF FORCE AND WITHDRAW AL

The Chairman. For the  record, according to the morning paper, his  
wording  was: “and once the internationa lly supervised ceasefire has 
begun, we will stop all acts of force throughout  Indochina.
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“At tha t time we will proceed with a complete withdrawal of all 
American forces from Vietnam wi thin 4 months.”

So there is a distinction here. He will stop the acts of force, which, 
I assume, will include the bombing in  Laos and it does not say w ith
draw our forces. Perhaps it is on the basis that we have no Americans 
other than  the very few advisers in Cambodia and those who super
vise or tra in and look af ter  the  army in Laos. I  don’t know what the 
current figures are. A t one time we had about  1,000 in Laos sort of giv
ing logistic suppor t and direction to the Vang Pao army.

QU ESTIO N OF AGREEM ENT OR AC QU IES CENCE FROM MOSCOW ILLUSO RY

Mr. Gelb. Mr. Chairman, ju st one fur the r word on this.
The Chairman. Yes.
Mr. Gelb. Your question about whether  President  Nixon has any 

agreement or acquiescence from Moscow in this  current war—this is 
again one of those reeds and straws tha t one hears bandied about, p ar
ticularly in this city of Washington, to give the President more time. 
“He must have something up his sleeve. He must have an ace up there; 
he is going to play it. Let ’s not criticize; let’s give him a few more 
months to  play that ace.” There has never been such an ace be fore ; it 
is another one of those illusions that make us persis t in this  war.
ENCOU RAG ING  DISASSOCIATION FROM ACT IONS W IT H IN  AD MINIST RA TIO N 

SUGGESTED

Mr. T homson. Mr. Chairman, you asked what could be done, and we 
tossed the ball back into the laps of the Congress. I do have one fur ther 
suggestion.

The Chairman. I was going to come back to tha t, but  go ahead. 
What is it?

Mr. Thomson. And I propose it with some hesitation, as one who 
tarr ied in government for a considerable period of t ime afte r escala
tion in the belief tha t if one stayed in government one could keep 
worse things from happening.

My suggestion is t hat  an effort be made, since this feels very much 
like a one-man decision, to encourage men of conscience within  this 
Admin istration to depart from the Administration as would happen 
in any parliamentary  government elsewhere, to break ranks, to leave 
the government, to give their message to the  people. I  think tha t with 
this  kind of disassociation of men of  conscience from actions of this 
sort could to some degree act as a brake against a besieged President. I t 
could have other effects as well, and tha t is why I  propose it  with some 
trepidatio n—also because so many of us did not do it in the pas t; but 
perhaps  current incumbents should learn from the past.

The Chairman. Isn 't tha t practice much more common in a par lia
mentary  system than  in our system? The people in important posi
tions in the par liamentary system are usually men with political power 
of thei r own, tha t is, members of  the House of Lords ; whereas, it  is 
not true  under  our Government. The much more important relat ion
ship there is tha t the House of Commons can do something about anv government.
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WHA T CONGRESS CAN DO

I was going to come back to what the Congress can do.
We have, as yon know, pending the so-called Case-Church amend

ment which is very similar to the McGovern-IIatfield amendment, 
and the motion by the Senator from Mississippi to strike  tha t pro
posal from the pending authorization bill. There has been a grea t deal 
of discussion about what to do about it. We passed the Mansfield 
amendment, to  which you referred, and which was wholly ineffective. 
The P resident simply dismissed it by saying it is not his policy and he 
would not be governed by it. So you come down to what  the Congress 
can do. Tt has passed that amendment which was an expression of 
policy. The present amendment says cut off the funds afte r De
cember 31.

There is very little  p robability, I would say, of  tha t actually being 
enacted into law even though the Senate passed it. The bill would 
be vetoed, I  assume, if  the P resident really believed what he said last 
nigh t and it would be a miracle if we could get two-th irds of both 
Houses for any such proposal as that .

Aren’t we really reduced to an appeal to public opinion and thereby 
as a political leader the Pres iden t would respond to it in the near 
future? Even if we passed such an amendment as you mentioned, and 
it became the law, i t would be a long time before it took effect. As a 
matter of  fact, there are so many arms in the pipel ine, so much armed 
strength now deployed in the area tha t as long as the armed forces 
obey orders. I don’t know what the Congress can do.

We have all thought about this  a t great length. We have all made 
speeches; we voted for  various  restrict ions. I proposed, and there was 
enacted, a restric tion upon the use of foreign troops in Laos. They 
have evaded that.  By calling  them volunteers and by semantic trick 
ery, the restrictions are evaded. They can invent new names for bomb
ing;  thev call i t protective reaction strikes as if  they were something 
different. I t is a great dilemma to the  Congress, although, I am bound 
to say that the Congress as a whole has not yet, except in the Mansfield 
amendment and tha t was a most re luctan t compromise in conference, 
evidenced a clear majo rity direct ly contrary to this or the preceding 
Pres iden t’s views. In most of the contests of strength  and votes we 
have had, those of us who opposed th e war have been on the losing 
side by a few votes. We have never had a clear ma jority  except in the 
Mansfield amendment which is only an expression of policy.

I would like to know what do you thin k the Congress can do ? What 
do you recommend that  the Congress do ?

Air. Gelb. I would say pass Church-Case. I would expect in the 
case the Congress did, the  Preside nt would veto the bill in which case 
I would again suspect th at your judgment is righ t tha t it would be 
nearly impossible to get the two-thirds to override. But I think that  
act by the Congress, Congress’ expression of its own major ity will, 
would be an impor tant political force in the country and would br ing 
the issue of ending the war down to the next Presidentia l election. 
I would hate to see it go on tha t long. There is no need fo r it, But if 
tha t is the case, then I  think the  central issue of tha t next election 
must be whether or not the United States will set a date certain foi 
getting out of Vietnam, and that will be the public’s decision.



The Chairman. Ts that your view ?
Mr. Thomson. I would certainly endorse what Mr. Gelb says. You 

do not  stop the killing in the war, as the President put  it last nigh t, 
by cutting off arms to only one side. If  you genuinely want to stop 
the killing, you cut off arms to both sides, and tha t involves cu tting  
off approp riations on this  side if the President himself will not cease 
the pipel ine flow.

Tha t is a kind of symmetry that makes sense, al though obviously 
the President would not buy it. I t strikes me tha t if, as you say, Mr. 
Chairman, public opinion needs to be brough t to bear on this matte r, 
public opinion can and should be expressed through the Congress in 
enacting such legislation with a degree of urgency tha t never existed 
prio r to last n ight.

The Chairman. That is the only vehicle, of course, tha t we have 
immediately before us, which is the Case-Church amendment, and 
whether or not it would be used, I do not know.

EFFECT  OF PR ES IDEN T'S  ST AT EM EN T ON PROSPECTS FOR MOSCOW MEE TING

What would your judgment be as to the effect of the statement  last 
nigh t upon the prospects for the meeting in Moscow to proceed on 
schedule ?

Mr. Gelb. We are involved in  a guessing game here, perhaps, with 
less, perhaps with as much knowledge, as the Administration, but 
one calculation, I think , tha t is important,  it will be very difficult, 
if not impossible, for the Soviet Union, to mount such force in the 
Vietnam thea ter of operations to challenge the quarantine. If  tha t 
judgment is correct, the Soviet Union will then have to th ink of other 
ways in which it  can compensate for this act in order not to put itself 
in a position of weakness before the summit, a position of weakness 
which President  Nixon himself says he cannot tolerate.

I doubt tha t the Soviet Union would stir  up crises in the Middle 
East and Berlin , but I would not be surprised if there were a battle  
raging in the Kremlin now to call off the summit meeting.

You remember, Mr. Chairman, tha t back in 1968 when the Soviet 
Union had invaded Czechoslovakia we had arms control talks sched
uled with them. We called those arms control talks off. I t is an inter
esting precedent.

The Chairman. Do you have a comment on that,  Mr. Thomson?
Mr. Thomson. I would be very surprised if the summit meeting 

took place. I  thin k one would have to recalculate the Soviet Union’s 
worldwide outlook and interests. I think it could only take place if 
there were a tit- for -ta t expression on their  part  between now and the 
time of  the summit, which is not a pleasant phenomenon to look for
ward to.

EFFEC T OF AN NO UN CED PROGRAM ON SU PP LIES  TO NO RTH VIET NA M

The Chairman. Are either of you gentlemen familiar  with the 
problem of logistics and supplies? Do you th ink the announced pro 
gram will be effective in  preven ting substan tial supplies gett ing into 
North Vietnam from either China or Russia? Are there any alte rna
tive ways ? Wh at do you think  about it ?
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Mr. Gelb. From my past experience I can make some generaliza
tions about it, but they will lack the certain  specificity and currency 
obviously.

I would guess th at a quarantine not only of  Haiphong but also of 
all dozen or so major and relatively large ports on the North Viet
nam east coast could be pretty  well effective. It  would be difficult to 
get boats of any size, ships of any size, through tha t quarantine.

The President  also announced—that does not mean some cannot get 
through, in smaller craft—the President  also announced tha t he lias 
authorized the bombing of rail links from China.

Now, on the basis of studies tha t were done in the Pentagon in the 
past, it was estimated tha t even if you bombed those links  you would 
only reduce through-put from China into North Vietnam by about 
50 percent. I have no independent judgment on that . I am just  repeat
ing. That means th at if an air strike  agains t a railway is effective, it  
only takes the equivalent of several horn's to fully repa ir or to repair 
tha t rail link sufficiently to allow trains to proceed on it the next 
night.

There will be, of course—there are, of course, roads and t rucks and 
there are, of course, men and their  backs, and the North  Vietnamese 
have carried on under more adverse circumstances than  the situation 
they are now facing.

It  is very doubtful, in my untutored judgment, that  th is quarantine 
can have an effect on the battles immediately in progress in South 
Vie tnam ; how much of an effect the whole campaign tha t President  
Nixon has authorized will have in the coming months remains to be 
seen. But  I doubt very much tha t it will be sufficient to get North 
Vietnam to drop its aspi rations in this  war.

The Chairman. Do you have any comment on tha t point ?
Air. T homson. No; tha t is not an area with which I  am famil iar.

SOVIET POWER TO PERSUADE NO RT H VI ET NA M

The Chairman. The implied assumption behind this policy of 
blockade would seem to be that  the Soviets have the power to persuade 
North Vietnam to relent or to behave. From your study of the past 
and the Pentagon papers, what do you think of that? Is there any 
historical evidence tha t North  Vietnam can be controlled by advice 
from Moscow ?

Mr. Gelb. I  don’t thin k there  is evidence that they can be controlled 
by Moscow. I think we have learned something ourselves of about 
how difficult it is to control client states and we have often found our
selves in the  position of the ta il wagging the dog. But it is true, so far  
as we know, tha t at the 1954 Geneva conference and again in the 
Geneva conference on Laos in 1962, that the Soviet Union and China 
did play some p art  in getting Hanoi  to back off. Whether they could 
do the same now, your guess is as good as mine.

The Chairman. There is the fur ther , very difficult question of 
whether  they would be inclined to use their influence even if  they 
had it. Do you see anything in this  proposal tha t would incline the 
Russians to use whatever influence they had to accept a cease-fire?

Mr. Gelb. I f humiliation is the way to get the Soviet Union to twist 
Hanoi’s arms, then President Nixon’s proposals will be successful.
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Mr. Thomson. It  does strike  me, Mr. Chairman, tha t the North 
Vietnamese have demonstra ted for  25 years, going on 28, the ir deter 
mination to go on with  their unfinished revolution and unresolved 
civil war, nationa l unification and the like, throu gh thick and thin, 
periodically bending very slight ly as they did at the Geneva and Laos 
conferences. And because of the ir bending at the 1954 Geneva Con
ference, I might add, when they settled for  hal f a loa f with the expec
tation of receiving the o ther half  2 years la ter, because of their  experi
ence with tha t move, and its unfortunate  consequences from their 

to vantage point, I thin k they are much less prone to be pushed around
by their allies any more than they are pushed around by th eir adver
saries. These are very determined people with a strong sense of mission 
and they have proved the ir determination and their sense of mission 

v for a quar ter of a century.

CONDITIONS UNDER WHI CH  CHINE SE WOULD INTERVENE

The Chairman. Do you foresee, Mr. Thomson, any conditions under 
which the Chinese would intervene in the war?

Mr. Thomson. It  was my experience in government, and I see no 
reason to  modify our position then, that  the one tripwire  tha t would 
bring China into a w ar in which it did not want to intervene, where 
its presence was not desired by i ts ally, would be any clear and present 
threat  to the regime in North Vietnam. I n o ther words, any sign of an 
effort to overthrow and displace that basically friendly regime by 
a hostile force on China’s borders. So China would come in only to 
protec t Chinese frontiers and security.

EFFECT OF FALL OF KON TUM  AND HU E

The Chairman. One last question before I  call on my colleagues: 
Wha t would you foresee being the resul t of the fall of Kontum and 
Hue? Do you th ink th at would have a very significant effect upon the 
morale and spirit  of the South Vietnamese armies?

Mr. Thomson. I myself would thin k the answer was yes. Reports 
out of Saigon indicate that  the unfreez ing of Vietnamese politics, 

v  which have been frozen solid by the heavy American presence, plus
the lid of the Thieu regime, would take place as it becomes more 
clear tha t the Thieu regime is in trouble.

There are elements in South Vietnam, as we have always known, 
* tha t are neutralist , anti-Thieu, pro-Communist and the like, many

different kinds of tendencies that have had  to remain very silent during 
these years of deep freeze. As they  begin to see the wind blowing in  a 
different direction, they might well emerge and you might  even get 
some restlessness with in the armed forces of South Vietnam itself toward the top.

The Chairman. Do you have any comment on t ha t before I  pass to my colleagues ?
Mr. Gf.lb. Pres iden t Thieu himself has said tha t Hue and Kontum 

are of critical importance to the political and military v iabili ty of  his country.

83-605—73------3
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DIFFERENCE IN  NEGOTIATIONS IF  GENERAL MI N il  REPLACED PRESIDENT 
TH IEU

The Chairman. Do you thin k if he were replaced by General Minh, 
it  would make any difference ?

Mr. Gelb. Make any difference in negotiations?
The Chairman. Yes.
Mr. Gelb. Quite possibly. The North Vietnamese, as you know, have 

insisted, so f ar as we know publicly, on the removal only of President 
Thieu  prior  to the election process. I f they are serious about th at, the 
exchange of power from Thieu to Minh could be a removal of a stum
bling block.

The Chairman. Senator Muskie ?
Senator  Muskie. I assume a lot of ground has a lready been covered 

this morning.
The Chairman. They were very excellent statements, I must say.
Senator  Muskie. There are  certain key questions I would like to ask, 

and I apologize i f they duplicate ground already covered.
RUSSIAN OPTIONS IN  RESPONSE TO PRESIDENT'S INIT IATIVE

Firs t of all, what do you see as the Russians’ option in response to the 
President’s initiat ive ?

Mr. Gelb. Well, I can see a Russian President Nixon getting up and 
saying he has three  options: immediate unilateral humil iating  ret reat 
on the one hand, an all-out  nuclear war on the other hand, and the third 
course of persisting in cold war relations, dropp ing the summit meet
ing and going back to where we were, as President Nixon so apt ly put 
it, to the dark ages.

Senator  Muskie. With respect to the immediate milit ary or naval 
problem tha t the Russians now face—the mining—what do you see as 
the possible tactical options that  the Russians have ?

Mr. Gelb. I  th ink they have very few, if any, tactica l options in  the 
thea ter of operations. The United States maintains an enormous con
ventional force superiority  in  the  area, sea power, air  power, and it is 
doubtful—I could be wrong and I wouldn’t want to risk this kind of 
situation in the first place—but I think  i t is doubtful tha t the Soviet 
Union would try  to challenge that milit ary superiority in Vietnam 
itself.

But if I could expand on that, Senator  Muskie, the thing that  trou
bles me about this is tha t the  President of the United States would put 
everything at risk. I don’t know, nor does anyone know, whether it will 
work or whether it won’t work in the sense of effectively shutting  off a 
good deal of supplies coming into the country ; but the point is, he is 
willing to risk a SA LT agreement, he is willing to risk growing r ela
tions with the Chinese, in purs uit of some interest in Vietnam tha t I 
thin k most Americans have long come to discard as nonsensical and 
morally  wrong.

Senator  Muskie. I share t ha t view, but I  wondered whether there is 
an a lternate route  of supply available to the  Russians th at could effec
tively supplant this route, i f indeed they accept the mining operation 
and accept the conclusion that they cannot or do not want  to challenge 
that operation to maintain  t ha t route of  supply. Is an overland route 
effectively available to them?
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Mr. Gelb. There still would be four routes available to them, Senator : One, they could bring equipment in by small c raf t into ports and beaches. Secondly, even if we effectively interdict the rail lines, that, according to studies that have been done in the past, would reduce through-put, ra il th rough -put,  only by about 50 percen t; the rail lines can be repaired in several hours.
Third, you can bring supplies in throu gh by truck and road.
I  ourth, they can carry  it on their backs as they have often done in the past.

president’s conditions for lifting mining

Senator  Muskie. Do you regard the President’s conditions  for lif ting the mining  as a softening of his peace terms ?
Mr. Gelb. I t is a varia tion of his previous proposal. I don't think  it is a softening because lie did in other  part s of his speech re fer to his previous proposals as if they were s till current in this proposal.Jim —Mr. Thomson—may have something to add to that.
Mr. Thomson. I did not detect a major softening. I detected a shuffling; there was the significant suggestion tha t afte r 4 months we will w ithdraw American forces from Vietnam. He does not say Indochina.
Senator  Muskie. hat  is the significance of tha t difference in your judgment?
Mr. Thomson. Well, it involves the possibility of keeping large forces off the coast, in Laos and Cambodia and, of course, in Thai land, from here to eternity.
Senator Muskie. Well, do you regard the lack of withdrawal of all forces coupled with the new language, “all acts of force,” as meaning the withdrawal  of a ir power and  naval power as well as ground  combat forces?
Mr. Thomson. Subsiding of the violence, of  acts of violence, is not the same th ing  as withdrawing the instruments of violence. I  would be unt rusting, were I  on the other side, as to how long this subsiding would be in order, and what new moves m ight be taken once one had laid down one’s arms, more or less.
Senator  Muskie. But  if the other side were willing to inte rpre t tha t new language  as meaning the possibility of withdrawal of the instruments of air  power as well as the use of air power, and the instruments o f naval power as well as the  use of naval power?
Mr. Thomson. From all of the region? Tha t would be a step for ward, a major-----
Senator Muskie. Would you regard  tha t as a sufficient additiona l inducement as to offer some encouragement tha t the other side might respond positively to the conditions the President laid down last nigh t ?
Mr. Thomson. I find tha t very hard to guess.
Mr. Gelb. The major difference, if it is a difference, is President Nixon’s s tatement tha t he wmuld end acts of force throughout Indochina. In the past he has limited th at to Vietnam.  I  don’t think, in my judgment, tha t this would be sufficient to get North  Vietnam to accept President Nixon’s other proposals, which still call for mutual withdrawal of forces, and an electoral process which the N orth Vietnamese have not chosen to risk in the  past, and I doubt would choose to risk in the present.
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Senator Muskie. I s it fair  to summarize your reaction in this way: 
tha t the President ’s initiat ive last nigh t represents more stick than 
carro t ?

Mr. Gelb. Absolutely.

PO SSIB IL IT Y  OF  AC CE PT AN CE  OF  W IT HDRAW AL DAT E FOR PO W RE TU RN

Senator Muskie. Wha t is your assessment of the possibility that 
North Vietnam, the other side, would accept the proposal of a with
drawal date conditioned only upon the return of prisoners at this 
stage ?

Mr. Geer. Here, again, as I mentioned to Senator Fulb righ t, we 
know very little about the workings of the Hanoi leadership; they have 
publicly said th at they would not accept the simple proposal of setting 
a date and returning our prisoners. They have publicly said tha t they 
also want a coalition government excluding President Tliieu. They 
also want a political settlement. I don't know whether tha t is—tha t 
proposal and tha t statement—is a reaction to our own unacceptable 
military solutions to the problem or a real reflection of how they would 
like to see the war negot iated, the end of the war negotiated.

My guess is that there is a difference between making a proposal and 
accepting a proposal. I t might well be difficult for Hano i’s leadership 
to coalesce around the solution of seeing a date  certa in and return ing 
our prisoners than it is for them to accept th at proposal if we were 
to offer it. We never have; so we don’t know. President Nixon has 
made it appear in a number of his  addresses—he has made tha t simple 
proposal, ending of our direct involvement by a cer tain date in retu rn 
for prisoners, but he never has. There have always been one, two, or 
five clinkers to it.

IM PA C T OF PRESI DENT’S DE CI SI ON ON  NE GOTI ATI ONS

Senator Muskie. W hat effect, if any, would you say the President ’s 
decision of last night may have upon the possibility of the other side 
accepting such a proposal ?

In other words, what has been the impact of last night’s events 
upon our negotiat ing position in Pari s, and the negot iating position 
of the Saigon Government in Paris  ?

Mr. Geer. There is a study in the  Pentagon papers, Senator Muskie, 
done by the CIA called the “Will to Resist.” It  was a s tudy done in 
1966 and again in 1967. It  was the agency’s views of the effectiveness of 
U.S. strategic bombing in North Vietnam. They concluded that  not 
only was bombing ineffective in bringing Hanoi around to accepting 
the Uni ted States’ position, but, on the contrary , it  increased their will 
to resist. I  see nothing in the events of the la st 4 years, 5 years, then, to 
believe that t hat  judgment would be any different today.

Senator  Muskie. Is it your conclusion, then, tha t the events of last 
night  have diminished the prospect for a negotiated settlement and 
early end to the war ?

Mr. Gelb. I think it can only prolong the war, sir.
Senator Muskie. Is tha t your view ?
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Mr. T homson. Tha t would be my judgment , Senator Muskie. It 
seems to me tha t what the President did last night was to put no great 
additional pressure on Hanoi other than  pressures Hanoi has lived 
with, experienced, o r under whose shadow it has persisted. It  has put 
intense new pressures, pressures in terms of a possible humilia tion, on 
the Soviet Union.

We have no reason to believe tha t the Soviet Union can call the shots 
in Hanoi, so I see no forward progress and I see a good deal of back
ward progress in terms of rhetoric and, of course, in terms of an es
calated thre at of a global nature rath er than  regional containment of 
the conflict.

POSSIBI LIT Y OF US ING AIR POWER AGAIN ST SOVIET SH IP PI NG

Senator Muskie. The President also spoke of his new policy as 
including the interdic tion of all movements, I  take it—land, sea, and 
air supplies—into North Vietnam. Does this  mean, in your judgment, 
an increase in the possibil ity th at we will use air power against Soviet 
shipping if it should undertake, with the aid of minesweepers, to move 
across the mine barrie r ?

Mr. Gelb. Well, the President did say th at he would not only mine 
the various harbors but also would take  action to interd ict ships tha t 
entered Vietnam, North  Vietnam ter rito rial  waters.

Now. whether he would open fire on them, I  don’t know, but I don’t 
want to see the United States in a position where we are risking that. 
I see no conceivable objective in Vietnam that is worth that  cost.

Senator Muskie. I agree with that judgment, but Ambassador Rush 
this morning left open the  answer to tha t question as to what would 
happen if the Russians were to seek to sweep the mines and move 
through the minefield with sweeps and presumably with shipp ing;  
he lef t open tha t question and presumably it is open in your mind as 
well ?

Mr. Gelb. Ye s; it is.
Senator Muskie. Would you agree with tha t, Professor Thomson?
Mr. Thomson. I would agree with that.
The Chairman. Senator Aiken ?

GENEVA ACCORDS OF 19 54

Senator Aiken . I  know, Mr. Thomson, you mentioned the Geneva 
Accords through 1954. Are you sure of that date ?

Mr. Thomson. I beg your pardon, sir ?
Senator  Aiken. The reference to the Geneva Accords in 1954 ?
Mr. Thomson. Yes, sir.
Senator Aiken. Are you sure of that date  ?
Mr. Thomson. Yes, sir.
Senator Aiken. What happened in 1962 ?
Mr. Thomson. In 1962 there was a Laos conference.
Senator Aiken. What is that  ?
Mr. T homson. The Geneva agreements on Laos in 1962; there were 

agreements on Indochina in 1954.
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Se na tor A ik en . The re were  ref eren ces, an d you s tat e t hat  th e U ni ted  
State s w ould  have no th ing to do w ith  the G enev a A ccords in 1954?

Mr . T homson . Tha t is r ig h t;  Am bas sad or W al te r Bede ll Sm ith  was 
instr uc ted not t o sign  the accords b ut  to  issue a separa te Uni ted State s 
and So uth  Vietn am  sta tem ent indica tin g th at  we wou ld seek no t to 
ups et those accords. We d id not sign  the agree men ts.

Mr . Gelb. The South  Vie tnam ese Government , in my reco llec tion , 
did  no t make any  pledge  to ho nor the a cco rds ; we d id.

Se na tor  Mus kie. No coun try  sign ed th e ac cords in 1954?
Mr.  Gelb. Tha t is technica lly  ri gh t;  the only th ing th at  was signed 

was the m ili ta ry  a rra ngem ents betw een the  French  and the  Vie tminh.
Se na tor A ik en . By re fe rr in g to Gen eva  Acc ords of 1954, y ou are  

real ly re fe rr in g to the  Geneva con fere nce  which adop ted  wha t mi gh t 
have been  called the A ccords ; is that r ig ht  ?

Mr. T homson. That  is r ight , sir.

SERVICE PERFORMED BY INTE RN AT IONA L CONTROL COMM ISSION

Se na tor  A ik en . I  believe th e In te rn at io na l Co ntrol Commiss ion was 
set u p a t that  time ?

Mr. T homson . That  is correc t.
Se na tor  A ik en . C an you con sider th at  the  IC C pe rfo rm ed  a va lu

able  service?
Mr. T homson . A t various  junc tures  it perfo rm ed  wh at we call sor t 

of a w indowpan e typ e of  service,  namely , i t was som eth ing  th at  m igh t 
be bus ted th roug h and  i t was an  observer  mission. I t  ce rta in ly  d id not 
pe rfo rm  to  any degree th e service th at w as intended.

ICC PUR POSE

Se na tor  A ik en . W ha t was th e purp ose  of  the  IC C ?
Mr.  T homson. The  IC C purpo se?  Th e Control Com miss ion was to 

keep violence from  breaking  out , to pa tro l the  agreem ent s in the two 
pa rts o f Vietnam an d La os and  Cambodia .

Mr. Gelb. I t was to effect the  m ili ta ry  arr angeme nts , Sena tor , and  
very in ter es tin gly most  of t he  violations o f the  ar ran geme nts  r eport ed 
by the  IC C were  v iolatio ns bv the  S outh Vie tnam ese Gove rnm ent , not 
the  No rth  Vie tnam ese G ove rnm ent .

Se na tor  A ik en . The IC C memb ership  was made up  of  a member 
from  Po lan d, In dia,  and  Ca nada. Ha ve  you ta lked  wi th any  of  those 
peop le who were mem bers  a t th at  t ime?

Mr. Gelb. No. but  I hav e rea d the record  of the IC C proceeding s 
over t he  y ear s, sir.

Se na tor A ik en . Th e reco rd was  prep ared  b y the  m ajor ity  members 
of  Ind ia  an d Po lan d. 1 hope you rea lize tha t?

Air. Gei .b. Differen t rec om menda tion s were prepare d by dif ferent  
members. Sometimes t hey  were unan im ou s; ma ny time s they were not.

Se na tor  A ik en . W ha t was the IC C supposed to do about refu gees? 
We re they supposed to help  the  refuge es who des ired  to leave No rth  
Vietnam  and whom the  Un ite d St ates  helped  at  a la te r da te in  spi te 
of  the opposition of Ha no i? Was the  IC C supposed to he lp the  refugees?

Mr. Gelb. They were  suppos ed to assis t refu gees, bu t the y ha d no 
fac ili tie s at th ei r d isposal to di rectl y he lp them .
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Hanoi's refusal to let refugees call on icc

Senator Aiken . Do you know tha t the Hanoi Government would 
not let one single refugee come near the ICC for assistance? Do you 
realize that ?

Mr. Gelb. Well over a million people left what was called the Zone 
of North  Vietnam to come south afte r the conclusion of the Geneva 
Conference.

Senator Aiken. But do you know of any refugee tha t was permit ted 
to call on the ICC for assistance?

Mr. Gelb. I can’t say whether i t was specifically on the ICC, but I 
do know well over a million refugees moved from north  to south.

H A N O I government’s RE FU SA L OF FOOD TO N O N SY M PA TII IZ ER S

Senator Aiken . Did you know the Hanoi Government refused to 
permit food to be delivered to those people who they felt were not in 
sympathy with thei r government?

Air. Gelb. I wouldn’t doubt tha t for a moment, sir, and as I  said 
in my statement, I don’t th ink tha t the Hanoi Government has  per
formed any more morally or less brutally th an the Saigon Government.

DIF FE REN CE OF  O P IN IO N  CO NCER NIN G VIE TNAM ESE  EL EC TI ONS

Senator Aiken. You do realize that afte r the  Geneva conference or 
the Accords, i f you persis t in calling it that, had been signed by all 
but the United  States and the South Vietnamese, it was signed by 
North Vietnam under the name of the Viet Minh, who later became the 
Hanoi Government? Do you realize that the next day there was some 
statement issued which was not signed by anybody to the effect that it 
was supposed to be a temporary ar rangement  and tha t elections would 
be held? Didn’t the United States agree th at elections could be held for 
the people of both  North and South Vie tnam? You must know that.

Air. Gelb. Yes. sir, although the language is somewhat ambiguous.
Senator  Aiken . Do you know what the difference of opinion was?
Air. Gelb. With  respect to what, Senator Aiken ?
Senator A iken. I  might enlighten you by saying that North Vietnam 

insisted tha t the elections be held under the auspices of the ICC. The 
United States held tha t the elections should be held under the United 
Nations’ auspices. That was the difference of opinion at  that time, and 
tha t was why no elections were held. The United States refused to sign 
the conference report because they held that  the country should not be 
divided.

IS VIETNAM ONE COUNTRY OR TWO?

In the last 2 months, I  would say, North Vietnam has been insisting 
there is only one country. Do you regard tha t as one country or two 
countries ?

Air. Gelb. I  regard it as one country, sir, and the mi litary  provisions 
tha t were signed between the French and the Viet Afinh in 1954 did not 
provide for two countries. It  provided for two military zones in which 
the armies of each side would regroup.

Senator Aiken. You regard it as one country now ?
Air. Gelb. I do.
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Senator Aiken . Then why does every Communist nation in the 
world regard it as two countries—North Vietnam and South Viet
nam—and have formal relationships wi th what they claim is the gov
ernment of two countries. They do not recognize the government in Saigon as being a legitimate government, but they do have formal 
relationships with two countries ; isn’t tha t correct ?

Mr. Gelb. Tha t is correct, sir.
Senator A iken. Then you differ with the  other 20 or so Communist countries ?
Mr. Gelb. I have often differed with the Communist countries. [Laughter.]
Senator  Aiken. Th at might be a good idea. Some of them are pretty active.

HA NO I PEA CE TERMS

As I  understand it, Hanoi has submitted terms on which they will 
agree to peace over there. There are seven phases of those terms. As I unders tand it, the United States refuses to accept two of the m: One, 
the ouster of the Saigon Government. Do you agree that  we should oust tha t without delay ?

Air. Gelb. I do not, sir.
Senator A iken . You do not ?
Air. Gelb. I do not.
Senator  A iken. The other term is that we shall d isarm the 17 million South Vietnamese people. Do you agree with that ?
Air. Gelb. I  do not.

president’s peace proposals

Senator  Aiken . You do not.
Do you agree with the peace terms or provisions on which we would get completely out of there, which were enunciated by President Nixon last night?
Air. Gelb. President Nixon said tha t complete wi thdrawal-----
Senator Aiken. You have read his speech ?
Air. Gelb (continuing). In 4 months. Yes, I have.
Senator  Aiken . You have read his entire statement ?
Air. Gelb. Yes, sir. Depending upon South-----
Senator  Aiken. Did you read his proposals fo r peace in Indochina ?Air. Gelb. Yes, sir. I have.
Senator Aiken . I would like to read i t into the  record because there might  be someone here who has not heard it.
Fir st, all  American p risoners  of war mus t be re turned.
Second, the re must be an inte rna tional ly superv ised ceasefire througho ut Indochina.
Once prison ers of  war are released , once th e in tern atio nal ly supervised ceasefire has  begun, we will stop all a cts  of force throughout Indochina * * * 

not Vietnam, Indochina—
“* * * and  at  th at  time we will proceed with a complete withdrawal of all American forces from Vietnam w ithin 4 months.

Now, these term s are generous  terms. They are  terms which would not requi re sur ren der  and humiliation on the pa rt of anybody. They would permit t he United Sta tes to withdraw with  honor. They would end the killing. They would bring our POWs home. They would allow negot iations on a political settlement between the  Vietnamese themselves. They would perm it all the natio ns which have suffered  in th is long w ar * * *
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Cambodia, Laos, North  Vietnam, South Vietnam—
* * * to tu rn  a t le ast  to  th e urg en t wor ks  of  hea ling  an d of peace . Th ey  de se rv e 
im m ed ia te  a cc ep ta nc e by N or th  Viet na m.

Would you agree tha t those are  favorable terms or not? If  not, in 
what way are they undesirable ?

Mr. Gelb. Weil, I think by standards of negotiations between na
tion states, those are generous terms. But this is not a war between 
nation states. I t is, in my judgment, a civil war and the  kind of terms 
tha t are acceptable in wars among g reat powers don’t hold for civil 
wars.

Go back and look at the experience of how civil wars have been 
concluded—our own, the one in China, Greece, Malaya, the Philip
pines—they cannot reach agreement in these wars for a political com
promise because there is no trust, no loyalty, no confidence in the elec
toral process. These wars are tragical ly settled by force of arms and by 
whichever side is able to gain the most loyalty of the  people.

President Nixon's proposals still don't go to tha t central  fact. His 
proposals still trea t this war as i f it is some sort  of outpouring of a 
monolithic Communist threat; tha t is why I don't think it is nego
tiable.

COMMUNIST THREAT IN  VIETNAM

Senator  Aiken. You don’t consider there is any Communist th reat 
anyw ay; do you ?

Mr. Gelb. Excuse me ?
Senator Aiken . You don't consider there is any Communist threat, 

but what about-----
Mr. Gelb. In Vietnam ?
Senator Aiken . In  Vietnam.
Mr. Gelb. That  threatens U.S. nationa l interest in Vietnam—yes, 

sir.

NORTH VIETNAMESE DEMANDED DISARMAMENT OF SOUTH VIETNAM ESE

Senator Aiken . But you do not favor  then the North Vietnamese 
demand that  we disarm the 17 million South Vietnamese ?

Mr. Gelb. No, I do not, sir.
Senator A iken . You don’t?
Mr. Gelb. I think  i f we were to set a date for the withdrawal  of all 

American forces and carry  t hat  out, that  there would be a process of 
political accommodation ta king  place among the South Vietnamese, a 
natura l process tha t could lead to the ultimate conclusion of the war.

Senator Aiken . But you do know that  tha t is the one term out of two 
which the Communists insist upon our accepting as a condition for any 
further  discussion of the other five points ?

Mr. Gelb. That is thei r publicly announced barga ining position;  
yes, sir.

president's proposals and mansfield’s proposals

Senator Aiken . Yes, indeed. Let me see. You would consider the 
President’s proposal for peace worthless and unworkable?

Mr. Gelb. T consider them worthless and unworkable, yes, I  do for 
the ending of this Vietnam war.
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Senator Aiken . You have the same opinion on the Pres iden t’s pro 
posals last  night. Would you give th at to the  Mansfield-Byrd amend
ment which is now before the Senate ?

Mr. Gelb. I agreed with the old Mansfield amendment, Senator.
Senator  A iken. Do you see any difference between the Pres iden t’s 

proposals and the latest Mansfield proposal?
Mr. Gelb. I do. There is no call, so far  as I unders tand, at least in 

the Church-Case bill, for a cease-fire and a cease-fire is a provision-----
Senator Aiken . You mean the Mansfield amendment does not re

quire a cease-fire?
Mr. Gelb. Does it? Perhaps I am not as familiar  with it as I 

thought.
Senator Aiken. I t looks to me like a clear case of highjacking the 

Mansfield amendment, and it seems very reasonable.

N O R TH  VIE TNAM ESE  T A K IN G  OF QU ANGTR I

Do you feel that the United  States escalated the  war a month ago 
and intensified i t when the troops from the north came down and took 
Quangtri and are now outside Hue? Do you think  tha t we escalated 
that  war a t that  time ?

Mr. Gelb. Not at that par ticu lar point in time. no.
Senator  Aiken. Do you think Russia was involved in any way?
Mr. Gelb. The Soviet Union is a supplier  to the North Vietnamese 

Government just  as we are a supplier to the South Vietnamese Govern
ment.

Senator  A iken . You wouldn’t say that it was a diversionary  tac tic 
on the pa rt of Russia, would you, to get all attention concentrated ovo” 
on that side of the world rathe r than the Middle Eas t ?

Air. Gelb. I  wouldn’t think  so, in my judgment.

SECURITY IN  TI IE  MIDDLE EAST

Senator Aiken. Do you think the Middle Eas t is perfectly secure ?
Mr. Gelb. No, I do not at all.
Senator Atken. No.
Air. Gelb. But it is another situation.
Senator  Aiken. I wouldn’t say either-----
Air. Gelb. But it is another situation , Senator Aiken, and no matter  

what the outcome in Vietnam, it seems to me, we have actions tha t we 
can take in our national interes t in the Aliddle East and elsewhere to 
insure our interests, that the fate of those areas of the world is not de
pendent on an outcome in Vietnam.

EFFECT OF MI NING  TI IE  COAST

Senator Aiken . I  am losing my time. I still say, frankly, that  I  don't 
think tha t the  mining of the coast is going to have any immediate effect 
on the battle  that is going on over there now. I f North Vietnam with
draws and tr ies another offensive in a year or two, it might have some 
effect, but not right now. other than  being part of the war of nerves 
or the cold war which is going on.

I
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RUS SIA SUGGESTED AS CHIE F CU LPRIT

But I do believe tha t Russia is the principal culp rit here because 
they evidently have been planning this invasion over there for a year  
or two. I am very suspicious tha t it is diversionary.

Why did Russia sail nuclear submarines where they were sure we 
would see them if it wasn' t to bother us ?

SHO ULD  PRESIDE NT  GO TO MOSCOW

Do you think  that  the President should go to Moscow ?
Mr. Gelb. Do I think he should go? Yes, I  would like to see him 

go.
Senator  Aiken . I think he is going unless the Russians themselves 

tell him not to come, and tha t is that.
Mr. Thomson. Senator Aiken, may I comment very briefly ? 
Senator Aiken . Yes.

PREV IOUS PROPOSAL BY SENA TOR AIK EN

Mr. T homson. I ju st want to endorse the answers tha t Mr. Gelb gave 
to your questions, and I would like to say, sir, that it  struck me that one 
of the wisest proposals made for  the solution to th is war was made by 
you under a previous Adminis tration , namely, th at we declare victory 
and go home.

Now, what struck me last nigh t was that the President did pre
cisely the opposite of what you so wisely urged a while ago. He de
clared impending hum iliation and said we will stay.

Senator Aiken . May I ask why it  is tha t none of you fellows showed 
the slightest inclination  to help me when I tried to get President  John
son to withdraw and why it has been only in the last 2 years that a 
great many people have shown much interest in our getting  out over 
there ?

Air. Thomson. A lot of us were praying for you.
Senator Aiken . Why is tha t ? H ardly any of you would raise a hand 

to help me at tha t time.
Air. Gelb. Senator,  I agreed with your proposal at the time you 

made it.
Senator A iken . Yes, I say some did, but the assistance was not over

whelming by any means. It  was not-----
[ Laughter.]
Senator  Aiken (continuing). Very generous un til about 2 years ago 

when everybody said we have a war over there.

TROOP WITHDRAW ALS

Do you approve of the withdrawing  of 90 percent of the troops we 
had in South Vie tnam ?

Air. Thomson. I would approve of withdrawing them all. Ninety 
percent is not quite enough.

Senator Aiken . We were on the way; we would have withdrawn 
them all by July  were it not for the new offensive.
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Mr. Thomson. Had we withdrawn them all. the President would not have the pretext  of 60.000 troops whose lives were in danger.
Senator A iken . L ast night there were only 60.000 troops remaining 

and 3 years ago in the spring of 1969 there were 543,500,1 think. There has been a general withdrawal  from Southeast Asia. I agree with you 
tha t Asia should look afte r some of these things  themselves, and, 
finally, China is going to show some interest here in not promoting war.

That is all.
The Chairman. Sena tor Percy ?
Senator Percy. Mr. Chairman. I would like to welcome Dr. Gelb back to the Hill. Dr. Gelb, T didn’t realize when you left  us in the 

spring of 1967 th at Daniel Ellsbe rg would make you famous. We are glad to have you back here today.
And. Professor  Thomson, we are happy  to welcome you back to 

Washington. I should say we are happy  to welcome Senator Muskie back to Washington, also.
I would like to review the President’s proposals made last night,  the three  options he said were available to h im : fir st, w ithd raw al; second. negotiations, and third,  milita ry action.

T IM E  TO HA VE  EN DE D U .S . IN VOLV EM EN T

T was told last year bv a high level spokesman for the Administra tion tha t T or anyone who voted for the McGovern-Hatfield end-the-war amendment or the Mansfield amendment to end the  war would rue the 
day tha t we had cast our votes for them. T cast my votes for them feeling we should have ended our involvement the end of last vear, tha t we had the possibility of doing it at tha t time, and that  if Vietnami- zation was going to work—if they were going to hack it on thei r own— tha t was the time to do it.

How would you view that  in  perspective now. 12 months later or so, whether or not tha t would have been the time to have really made a determined effort to ge t out, Dr. Gelb ?
Mr. Gelb. Well, I think the right time to have gotten out was or 

were the many occasions prior , 2 years ago, but tha t is hindsight, not foresight at all.
Most Americans agreed with the aims and goals o f this war until  quî e late in the war, supported the Presidents.
By March, 1968. T th ink most had come to the clear realization tha t there was something wrong somewhere and I  think at tha t point in time the decision should have been made to total ly disengage U.S. forces. Tf we were rig ht in 1968, it was right 2 years ago and it is right 

today. The argument tha t we can’t get out now because the South Vietnamese are finally being tested seems to me the  final absurdity 
of the positions the Administrations have offered over the years. I t is precisely in order to let them test themselves that  we said we were 
in there for all these years.

DE SI RA BH .IT Y OF  E N D -T II E -W A R  A M EN D M EN T  T H IS  YE AR

Senator Percy. As I  understand your testimony, you feel tha t an end-the-war amendment sometime this  year would be desirable, aimed
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at, say, a terminal point the end of this year. The present withdrawal  
rate, which is not dramatic—the Pre sident s present withdrawal rate 
is 10,000 a month, about ha lf what it has been, but still 10,000 a month 
—would pet  us out by November 30; so the December 31 date is not 
really drastic. Is tha t correct?

Mr. T homson. The chairman asked us earlier  what  could be done, 
and we both very strongly  affirmed our support for such an end-the- 
war amendment. This is one place where action can take place, and 
it is more imperat ive than it ever was. I t was imperative 2 years ago, 
10 years ago, and  it might as well happen now.

AC TIV ITI ES AND LOCA TION  OF RE MAI NI NG  U.S.  FORCES

Senator Percy. W hat are the  men essentially doing now, the 00,000 
or so tha t we have left? Six thousand we know are security forces, 
fighting forces providing  backup security for the other 54,000, roughly. 
Are the  others essentially advising the South Vietnamese forces or are 
they engaged in the decisions as to  which equipment will be shipped 
back to  the U.S. and which will be left for the South Vietnamese? 
What a re those forces doing right now and where are they located?

Mr. Gelb. Well, they are located throughout the country and they 
are performing a variety  of functions. They are still giving military 
advice to units engaged in combat. Some are providing security fo r our 
own forces. Others are engaged in the  universal process of staff opera
tions, and yet others, and I think  the bulk, are involved in logistical 
operations. I was to ld by many of our milit ary officers coming back 
over the years  that it was always necessary for the United States m ili
tary to be involved in logistical operations, in d riving trucks, because 
if we didn 't drive trucks from the docks to the battlefield and the South 
Vietnamese did, the supplies would never get there.

SAF ETY OF U. S.  FORCES

Senator  P ercy. I would like both of you to comment about the safety 
of American forces. None of us question the duty and responsibility 
of the President to provide for their safety. Taking into account the 
present North Vietnamese offensive waged on three fronts, can you 
give us your ins ight as to the level of safety those men have and what, 
if you were advising the President, you would advise with respect to 
the safety  of those forces, and what he should do in connection with 
proposals for  withdrawal, say, by the end of this year ?

Mr. Gelb. Well, I am not nearly  familiar  enough with the actual 
tactical battlefield situations to have any judgment on that.  My only 
judgment would be that they would be safer  if  they were not there.

Mr. T homson. I would certainly  support the last sentence. I t str ikes 
me tha t the determination to remove them fast, a determinat ion tha t 
can be credibly communicated to the other side, is a communication 
tha t would be welcomed by the other side. They have no interest in 
inflicting that kind of “humiliat ion” on us. They know precisely what 
a commander-in-chief owes to his forces, and the wisest action we 
could take with regard to those troops would be to remove them at 
once, informing the other side of our intent to do so.
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LOGISTICS OF ST EP PING  T P  WITHDR AW AL

Se na tor P ercy. N ow, f rom th e sta nd po in t of with dr aw in g them,  i f 
we dec ided  t o step np the ra te  to  20,000 o r 30,000 a mo nth , th at would 
prese nt no log ist ica l problem fro m the sta nd po int of  with draw ing 
them by ai r or  sea. We hav e p len ty  o f n aval vessels t here.  W ou ld there  
be any 'pr ob lem  in  w ith draw ing those forces if  we m ake the decision  to 
ste p up  the  w ith dra wa l ?

Mr. Gelb. S enato r, there was a stu dy  done i n the Pe nt ag on  just be
for e I le ft , when we h ad , as you kno w, ove r 500,000 men in Vietnam , 
wi th  a ll th ei r equ ipm ent , t hat all of  th ese  fo rces  w ith  t hei r equ ipm ent 
cou ld b e p ul led  out in about 6 to 9 months. So if  necessary we ca n pe r
for m th at ki nd  o f fea t.

Se na tor P ercy. Ho w ma ny  forc es were  you ta lk in g about ?
Mr. Gelb. Ov er 500,000.
Se na tor P ercy. So 6 to  9 mo nth s was  th e tim e sp an  f or  th at . Th ere

fore, we could  wi thdraw  o ur  e xis tin g forces, and do so on a bas is th at  
wo uld n’t look like  a  route.  W e d o h ave to t ak e int o accoun t th e demo r
ali zin g effect th is migh t have on th e So uth Vie tnamese, bu t ce rta in ly  
they  have  been  on notice, s ince fo r t hree  and  a h al f y ears we ha ve been 
wi thdraw ing.  Tw o or  3 years  ago,  in  conv ersatio ns w ith  the  So uth  Vi et 
namese amb assado r, I  a sked, “I s there anv question in  y ou r mind  t hat  
the pol icy decis ion has been  made by  t hi s coun try  to  g et  o ut  and you 
are  go ing  to be on your  ow n?” An d I  was to ld  there was no doubt in  his 
mind t he y were going  to  have to  be on th ei r own. So they  have ha d a 
lon g adva nce  notice.

I f  we dec ided to ge t tho se forces ou t in a rea son ably sh or t spa n of 
tim e—ta ki ng  in to accoun t logist ics , w ha t they  a re d oin g and  the duties 
they  m ight  be pe rfo rm ing—you th in k t he y could be wi thdraw n in how 
sh or t a s pa n o f time, or  wha t w ould  be t he  longes t sp an  o f t ime th a t we 
cou ld rea sonably  ex pec t the  P en tago n to ge t them  o ut?

Mr. Gelb. I  am no log ist ica l e xp er t a nd  th e figu re I  ga ve you be fore  
was  one I  mere ly r epeated , bu t i f that  is anywh ere  nea r true , th ey  could 
have take n ou t ove r 500,000 men in 6 to  9 months, then  ce rta in ly  
one cou ld with draw  60,000 men wi th in  4 mo nths, bu t I  rep ea t, th at is 
the judg men t o f o ther s.

PO SSIBILITY  OF BLOODBATH

Se na tor P ercy. The Pr es iden t me ntioned last  ni gh t th at , af te r an 
agreem ent , a ll ou r men could  be out,  lock, stock a nd  ba rre l, in 120 days. 
Fr om  the stan dp oint  o f t he  w ith draw al  op tio n available to  the  P re si 
dent,  t he  Pr es iden t and the Na tio na l Se cu rity Council  o bvio usly  have  
giv en very ca ref ul  consider ation to  the 17 mi llio n So uth Vie tnam ese.  
No one w ants a b loodba th, and T su ppose it is a ques tion  as to how you 
ge t th e blo odbat h, wh eth er i t comes on th e g roun d o r w hethe r f rom  the 
air . Ce rta in ly  i t is j us t as blood y w hen  th ere is very  in tensive bombing 
an d f igh tin g in a co untry . Bu t f rom  h istor ica l p erspec tive , fro m every 
th in g you have seen in the stu dy  an d pr ep ar at io n of the pa pe rs now 
kno wn as t he  Pe ntag on  Pa pe rs , w ha t is the p rospec t if  we do w ith draw  
in 120 day s? W ha t would lit er al ly  ha pp en  in th at  c ou ntr y m ili ta ri ly  
an d po lit ica lly  fro m the stan dp oint  of  the effect on those 17 mil lion  
people ? Wou ld you  envision a bloodbath  ?
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Mr. Gelb. Se na tor , I th in k we hav e a cle ar ob ligation  to pro vid e 
refuge  fo r all So uth Vie tnamese who wa nt  to leave  the co un try  an d I  
th in k we hav e a cle ar ob lig ati on  to make th at  a ser ious pol icy where 
we purs ue  the line  of a ction t hat  I  am  su ggest ing .

I  have no idea, rea lly , how  m any people wou ld wa nt  t o seek refuge  
un de r t ha t so rt of arr an ge men t. I  have  no doubt in m y m ind  th at there 
would be blo odlet ting. Th is  is, as T hav e tir ele ssly rep eated , a civi l 
war  and the re  is no esc aping  some of th at .

Bu t two th ings  seem pa ramou nt  in my own mind:  Fi rs t,  th at  we 
are  not  the  kee per  of Vietnamese  moral ity  and , second , th e gross 
judg men t th a t the prob ab ili ty  is very high  th at  we will kill  more  
people,  more Vie tnamese, by co nt inuin g th is  wa r, especially  with  the 
expanded  bomb ing  opera tio ns  of the last  few  months, th an  will die 
in any subsequent  bloodbath.

Air. T homson. S enato r, I  have  he ard the fe ar  of  the  blo odbath in 
voked  now fo r 7 or  8 years  since I  served  on the Na tio na l Se cu rity 
Council  staff, and du ring  those 7 or  8 y ears we hav e kil led  inf ini tely 
more peo ple  on bo th  sides , inf ini tely more th an  any accommod ation 
or  e nd ing of  t he  c ivil  war  w ould involve. I t  str ike s me th e blo odba th 
da ng er  has to be put in the conte xt of  the da ily  blo odba th we hav e 
infl icte d on th ree cou ntri es.

Se na tor P ercy. T here is prob ab ly no t any doubt th at  the  objective 
of  th ei r v eng eance wou ld be tho se w ho have  closely id entifi ed an d asso
cia ted  them selves  wi th the  Saigon Gov ernment. Th ey  hav e alr eady  
murde red 17.000, 18,000, 20,000 vil lage chiefs  and  local officials. They 
hav e tr ie d syste ma tically to in tim idate them,  to tr y  to ge t t hem  n ot  to  
ho ld office, a nd  it is lit er al ly  murder, murde r in war.

LIKE LIH OO D OF BLOODBATH OF IN NO CE NT S

Fr om  yo ur  own knowledge  of  th ei r men tality,  how  they  opera te,  
how severe would  you  an tic ipate th ei r rea ctions would  be ag ains t 
the  innocent, those who are  no t real ly  asso ciated with  the effort  bu t 
who are  the peasa nts , the women, the ch ild ren , who mever  i t ma y be? 
W ha t wou ld be the likelihood of  a blo odbath of  inn ocents? We ge t 
visions  of  17 mi llio n peop le be ing  sla ug htered ; th at  is one extrem e. 
The othe r ext rem e wou ld be th a t they  wou ld wa lk in an d say,  “A ll is 
fo rgot ten;  no th ing is going  to  happ en , no tri al s,  no th in g;  ju st  go on 
as you were.” Tha t is an ext rem e also no t l ike ly to occur. W ha t wou ld 
most likely  h appen ?

Mr . T homson. I  might  po in t ou t in  answer, Se na to r Pe rcy , th at  
du ring  the  20-odd years  of th is  civil  confl ict, before  it  became so 
hea vily esc ala ted  and before  Vie tnamese politi cs were  frozen  in the 
sou th by a heavy mili ta ry  governm ent and a heavy Am erican  pr es 
ence, accommodat ion was the norm, accommod ation was th e norm 
among  po lit ica l elem ents , an d among  apoli tical elem ents —an d the  
heavy pr op or tio n of  the  pe asan try , the  po pu latio n of  the coun try , is 
fa ir ly  apoli tic al.  W ha t the y have  sou ght  is ref uge fro m dr op ping  
bombs  o r shot  bulle ts, and such  people will acco mmodate to wh ate ver 
the  new real ity  may be.

Those  at the  very top  who have identif ied  themse lves  to ta lly  as 
officeholders an d the  like  will  c er tai nly seek safe  h ave n, ref uge, as Mr .
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Gelb righ tly asserts  we sho uld  provide  them . Ma ny in between will 
make t he  k ind of  accom modations th at  h ave  so of ten  been seen wi thin 
South east A sia n soc iety over  these  years.

Mr. Gelb. Sena tor  Percy , could I  ju st  add a p os tsc rip t to th at  ?
The  p eop le who live  in the are a we c all Indo ch ina are marve lous at  

ma king  accommodations.
We al l know  th at  So uvann a P houm a, the Pr im e M inist er  of  the gov

ern me nt th at we support , has  ha d a ta ci t ar rang em en t fo r years  with 
the  Nor th  Vie tnam ese Gover nment  no t to go af te r and ha rass  No rth  
Vietnamese  forces  on the  H o Chi  M inh  T ra il,  force s th at  w ere coming 
down the  tr ai l to k ill Am erican  so ldiers. I f  th ey can make t hat  k ind of 
conven ient agreement, I  th in k the ir  possib ilit ies  are  limitless.

EFF EC TI VEN ES S OF  SO UTH VIE TNAM ESE  AIR  FORCE

Se na tor  P ercy. The imp ression is  lef t th at  even when we ge t out th at  
we will have to con tinu e the  bombing  fo r an in ter mi nable period of 
tim e and th at  to not con tinue th at  bom bing wou ld leave  the South  
Vie tnamese arm y exposed and wi tho ut support . Yet, as I  questioned 
Se cre tar y Lai rd  as to the  ex ten t and size and pow er and resources of 
the South  Vie tnames e ai r forc e—i t is ha rd ly  lim ited to P ip er  Cubs 
and leafle ts—his tes tim ony revealed th at  the  South  Vie tnamese Air  
Force  i s one of  t he  most  form ida ble  in the world  tod ay, th at  it has a 
thousan d fighte rs and  bom bers , 500 big  per son nel  ca rr ie r hel icopters, 
and 40,000 tra in ed  airme n. An d the Nor th  Vietna mes e have n ever flown 
except  in  m aybe one ins tance over So uth V ie tn am ; so the  So uth Vi et 
namese have  absolute a ir  sup rem acy  in the  south .

I f  we did  w ith draw  on an order ly  basis over  a per iod  o f 120, 150,180 
days  fro m now, and we decided  to  stop bom bing, what is yo ur  own 
fee lin g as to the effectiveness  and  the bac kup and  su pp or t th a t would 
be prov ide d by the South  Vie tnamese ai r force itself ? Would we be 
leavin g them help less  ?

Mr.  Gelb. I f  we would be lea ving  the m help less , there is no thing  
we can do to  be he lpfu l to  them.

To my knowledge, the sta tis tic s which  you have cited are  correct.  
The South  Vie tnam ese Air  For ce, like  the South  Vie tnamese Army , 
is one of  th e lar gest in the wo rld ; in  p ropo rtion  to po pu lat ion  i t is the 
largest.  I f  th is  ki nd  of  ar me d force in num ber s and  in  qua lity o f eq uip 
me nt can’t hack it,  one wonde rs wh eth er  the y eve r will . Som eth ing  
ha s alw ays  gone  wr ong with  the m,  though , and I  th in k it has less 
to do wi th  th ei r num ber s an d qu al ity  of  equ ipm ent we pro vid e them  
an d more to do wi th th ei r po lit ica l sit ua tio n an d th e qu al ity  of 
th ei r le ad ersh ip  in  the  field—th ings  th at  we can ’t solve.

Mr. T homson. S enato r Pe rcy,  I  asked a fo rm er  h igh St ate Dep ar t
me nt official a month  ago as th is  offensive began, a man rec ent ly re 
tir ed , wha t he would do at  th at ju nc tu re ; and he said th at  if  he 
were t he  P re side nt , he wou ld com mande er eve ry piece of  fly ing  equip 
me nt  an d eve ry boat he possibl y cou ld and fly over to Vietn am  mem
bers of the media . Members  of the  Con gress, members of  c ivic gro ups 
an d the like and tak e the m all ove r the coun try  and show the m wh at 
we have prov ide d over t he  pa st  10, 15 years  i n the  way  of equ ipm ent , 
money, tre asure, and the like , t o these people so that  th ey  would know 
finally  th a t we ha d done  everything  we could an d th at  if  in fac t 
the South  Vietnamese  collapsed,  it  was no t our  doin g.
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EFF ECT OF  BO M BI NG ON  N ORTH VIE TNAM ESE  AND  ALL IE S

Senator  Percy. I  have one more question on the withdrawal  option 
of the President’s speech last night , and I should really ask it of a 
psychologist rather than scholars in your field. I have long felt as an 
amateur with some little knowledge of human nature , but not a 
scholarly knowledge, that th e bombing in the north—while destroying 
some supplies, some fuel depots, and so forth—what good it did 
for our side was more than compensated by the North  Vietnamese 
reaction to resist the ir enemy from the sky, and tha t it did more 
t o  solidify the north  and cause them to wage this  war with an inten
sity and hatred  they might not otherwise have had, and also gave cause 
for their allies in Easte rn Europe  and China to support them with 
everything they were asked to provide.

W IT HDRAW AL AND  SO UTH VIE TN A M ESE LO YA LT Y AN D W IL L  TO RE SI ST

From the standpoint  of the morale and fighting spir it of the peo
ple in the South, to which we have tried  to contribute for over a dec
ade, if they now have th at will, is thi s as good a time as any to decide 
whether anything we could do in the next 3 or 4 o r 5 years would 
make the people more loyal to the Saigon Government, to give them 
the will to resist and fight, or to weigh the alternatives and maybe 
simply decide th at they can't make it on the ir own? Will we, pulling  
out, make the big difference?

Mr. Gelb. Well, you know there are some Vietnam experts and 
many people know much more about Vietnam itself than  I do, but 
there  a re some Vietnam experts  who have argued over the years that  
the only way to get those forces in South Vietnam who do oppose the  
takeover from the north , to assert themselves to coalesce, to gain a 
common loyalty, tha t the only way to do this is to withdraw the 
American presence. Our staying there certainly never has done this. 

SE NA TO R A IK E N ’S COM M ENT CO MMEN DE D

Senator Percy. I n concluding questioning on th is option, I would 
say I supported the comment of Senator  Aiken on withdrawal. I 
thought it was endowed with grea t wisdom, and I hope he reiterates 
it and sticks to i t now as he d id a few years ago. If  it was true then, it  
may be t rue now, and I would hope tha t our policy would be based 
very strongly on a steady course of total withdrawal at the earliest 
and most rapid possible rate.

From the standpoin t of the negotiations option, I  would like to ask 
just  a few questions, and then yield to my colleagues and come back later.

PO SSIB IL IT Y  OF EN D IN G  WAR  BY  NEGOTI ATI ONS

But, to get started on tha t end of the second option the President 
actually worked with, our negotiations with the North  Vietnamese 
actually began as far  back as June 1964 with the Seaborn missions to Hanoi.

The Pentagon papers and subsequent events showed tha t during 
this entire 8-year period both sides rea lly sought mi litary victory and put littl e fa ith in negotiations.

83 -6 05 — 73-
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Did negotiations ever have a real possibility of ending the war anti, 
if so, when in your judgment?

Mr. Gelb. I  make a distinction, Senator  Percy, between a political 
settlement and a military settlement. In my judgment a politica l set
tlement between Diem. Kahn, Ky, Thieu, groups th at have controlled 
South Vietnam under U.S. auspices, political accommodation between 
them and the North Vietnamese has never been feasible, th at if we 
were to step aside and allow other groups to find thei r own level, 
political level, tha t possibly there were grounds for such an agree
ment. But in the absence of that,  we could do the only thin g at our 
disposal and the only thing in our interest,  namely, to step aside from 
the conflict itself, withdraw our forces from direct involvement, and 
let the political and military processes of the civil war work their  
way out.

EFF ECT OF U. S.  BOM BING ON NEG OTIATIO NS

Senator P ercy. Was the U.S. bombing of North Vietnam an impedi
ment to negotiations or did it in effect drive them to the barga ining 
table, and was it the bargaining chip tha t we were to use to get them 
finally and eventually to the bargainin g table ?

Mr. Gelb. I doubt tha t very much. It  is true, as you know, tha t 
many of our leaders over the years said tha t they thought of the 
bombing as a bargain ing chip for negotia tions; but the bombing really 
became the stumbling block to getting  negotiations started because all 
those negotia tions which you cite from the Seaborn mission in 1964, 
until the beginning of what are called substantive negotiations in 
October, 1968, were about whether or not and under what conditions 
to stop the bombing, not about how to settle the war.

Mr. Thomson. Furthermore , the bombing itself, Senator Percy, 
had multiple and changing rationales, and one of the curren t ration
ales is to stiffen the spine o f the south—which has very little  to do 
with either breaking the will of the north  or bringing them to the 
bargaining table.

OP PORT UN ITY  FOR ADMINIS TRATION TO RESPOND TO QUEST ION S

Senator P ercy. Mr. Chairman, will members of the Administration 
be given an opportunity to respond to some of  these same questions 
in this set of hearings, because I am asking the same questions I would 
be asking them, no different at all. And they are not loaded questions; 
they are the kind of questions I  think we need objective answers to 
and we need it on both sides of the question.

The Chairman. Senator, they are always welcome. The Secretary 
of State has been invited, I guess, innumerable times. He has been 
a very busy man and has not seen fit to come, but he has a s tanding 
invitat ion to come at any time.

If  you wish. I will issue a special invita tion to him to come. Our 
trouble is not his finding a forum, it is getting him to come before 
this committee. As you know. Mr. Kissinger has declined to come.

Senator  P ercy. The President having called the Secretary back on 
an emergency basis would be justification for saying tha t lie himself 
personally could not appear, but if the Administration  would like to 
have someone here during the course of the next few days or next
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week, a person  of  th ei r own selection who cou ld be a spokesman fo r 
the  Adm inist ra tio n,  would th at  op po rtu ni ty  be offered to them?

I he Chairman . O f course it  would. AYe have  inv ited Mr. Ki ss inge r 
innumera ble  time s. He  refused to come on the gro unds  of. I guess, ex
ecu tive  pr ivi lege. He  refu ses  to come. W e also , I  may say , invit ed  people  
who were fo rm erly  involved in thi s. We  inv ited Mr. Will iam  Bu ndy. 
He  dec line d to come. I sta ted  all  th is  at  t he begin nin g of  th e heari ng . 
I t is in the record . We  hav e invit ed  those who were pa rt ic ip an ts  in 
the  stu dy . The he ar in g was not, as the Se na tor knows, set to discuss 
las t ni ght’s st ate me nt.  Th is he ar in g has  been set fo r 2 m onth s. I t was 
pu rel y coincid ent al t hat  it  took pl ace  th is  morn ing a ft er  the Pr es id en t’s speech.  I di dn ’t know the  P re side nt  was going  to m ake t he  speech un til  
4 o’clock ye ste rday  a fte rno on.

EF FECT  OF PRES EN T U.S.  MILITAR Y ACT IONS ON PARTIES INVOLVED

Se na tor P ercy, I hank  you. I f  th e b om bing d id  no t d riv e th em to t he  
tab le,  an d did no t enc ourage  negotia tions , then  I wou ld like  to ask 
abo ut the  mining of  H aiph on g an d the inte nsive bombing  of ra il lines and so for th .

F rom the  s tand po in t o f th e pa rti es  involved, i s th is act ion  now be ing  
un de rta ke n by the U.S . mili ta ry  likely  to  drive them to more rea lis tic  
neg oti ations an d more favorab le conside rat ion  of  the  Pr es id en t’s pro 
posa ls, or  less consider ation, an d wil l it  cause Pe king  an d Moscow to 
pu t more or  less pre ssu re on them to seek a n egoti ate d se ttle me nt ? Dr.  Thomson  ?

Mr.  T homson . We t rie d to cover t hat sub jec t to  some degre e e arl ier . 
Our  own view,  at  l eas t mine , is t hat  t hi s new esca lation up  n or th  wil l, 
in  fac t, stif fen th ei r spin e, give t hem a new will to live,  a new wil l to 
res ist,  a new will to achieve ul tim ate success. I t  str ike s me th at  the y 
hav e a lways  known f rom  the beg inn ing of  tim e th at  they  live th ere a nd  
we d on’t, and th at eventua lly  we w ill go ho me; and even back in early  
19G5 whe n people were discus sing the  possibil ity  of a bomb ing  t rack , 
it  was su ggested by wiser m en who  kn ew Vietn am  th at  even  i f bombed 
back  int o the stone age, the Nor th  Vie tnames e wou ld with  reluctanc e 
pe rm it the destruc tio n of wh at they  ha d bu ilt  over the last 10 years, 
re trea t back into th e bush, an d reap pe ar  once we had gone home— as 
we w ould eventual ly.

As fo r p res sur es fro m Pe king  and  Moscow, it  st rikes me tha t, as M r. 
Gelb  p ut  it  ear lie r, we a re t ry in g to do to t he  Ru ssians  wha t Mr. Nixon 
tel ls us we face , nam ely , hu miliate the m th roug h a kind  of  an  ult i
matum  in to p ut ting  pre ssu re on H anoi.  I t  is very har d to  judg e whethe r 
Moscow or  Pe ki ng  have eve r been  able to  con tro l Han oi ; they  have 
been able to give adv ice,  to  g ive a id ; but  u ltimately sma ll, de termined 
allie s are  very ind ependent  people.  I t  w ould seem to me t hat  one  con
sequence of  las t nig ht’s speech may well  be the forci ng  t og ethe r eve r 
so s lig ht ly of  Pe ki ng  a nd  Moscow in  fu rthe r su pp or t of  H anoi.

LIK ELIHO OD  OF HANOI*S BEING  RESPO NSIVE TO PRESIDEN T’S PROPOSALS

Se na tor  P ercy. Se na tor Aiken h as rea d i nto  the reco rd the p rop osa ls 
made  by  th e Pr es iden t l as t n ig ht  wh ich I  wo uld look u pon as generous , 
bu t coupled  wi th the decisions in  the m ili ta ry  area, is there any  rea l
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likelihood, knowing w ha t we k now  abou t H anoi,  th at  they  a re going to 
be respon sive to th at  peace offer as a basi s fo r nego tia tio ns  so long as 
th is es calated m ili ta ry  ac tion accom pan ies i t ?

Mr. Gelb. Senato r, i f I were  an  a na lyst in Ha no i, and were  assigned 
to  do a sta ff pa pe r on wh eth er or no t my governm ent ou gh t to accept 
Pr es id en t Nixon’s p roposa ls, I  th in k I  cou ld wr ite  a very persuasive 
pa pe r t hat t hey ough t to . Basically, t hough, my argum en t wou ld come 
to res t on c hea ting . L et ’s sign on the  dott ed  line, ge t th e Am erican s out 
of  th ere and then  v iolate  the agreem ent . T hat  is so rt of  th e al te rnat ive 
the P resid en t is givin g them.

I f  you pl an  on th at  ki nd  of  de al, then  th e proposa l is sensible. Bu t I 
th in k it  comes down to viewin g thi s th ro ug h th ei r own special  eyes as 
bes t we can  because the y are  the  o ther  con tes tan t i n th is  w ar  an d the y 
have a  long  histo ry  of  being  lef t in the  lurch  by ag ree me nts  with  m ajo r 
powers,  a nd  they are undoub ted ly gu n shy.  T he  th ou gh t of  th ei r lea d
ers, the  same lea ders who were t he re  15 and  20 years  ago, accep ting th is 
kind  of  a pro posal  seems less th an  credible to me.

EFF ECT OF M IL IT A RY  ES CA LA TI ON  ON  GE TT IN G BA CK  l ’OW ’s

Se na tor P ercy. Th e Pr es id en t has pu t h igh empha sis  on the  p ris on 
ers of  war. He  mentioned in his  speech last  ni gh t th at , of his  con di
tion s, f irs t o f a ll A me rican pr iso ne rs o f w ar  mu st be re tu rn ed , a nd  the n 
he coupled  it  wi th once pr iso ne rs of  wa r are  rele ased, once the in te r
na tio na lly  super vis ed cease- fire has beg un,  we will  cease all  acts  of 
forc e th ro ug ho ut  Indo ch ina an d wi thdraw  Am erican  forc es wi thin 4 
months . He  is deeply  c oncerne d about the pr iso ners of  w ar  and those  
mis sing in action. W e a ll are.

W ha t is y ou r fee ling as to  th e ef fect of the  mili ta ry  esca lation on the  
chances of  ge tti ng  bac k o ur  men  he ld pr iso ne r ?

Mr. T homson. I  wou ld sug ges t it  has been hu rt . I t  s trikes me th at  
there are two po int s to  be mad e about the p risoners  of  w a r: The  fir st is 
th at t he y are  th e one m ajor  chip , the one piece o f leverage  wh ich Ha no i 
has vis -a-vis  W ash ing ton , an d Ha no i is n ot  go ing  to  g ive  i t up  unt il it  
is sure we are going  to take  ce rta in  fund am en tal  moves to ge t out  t o
ta lly . Th ey  are  no t go ing  to tr ust  us un til  we m ake  those moves and  
they  a re no t g oing to  g ive  up t he  chip  u nt il we make those moves. I t  is 
the norm  in  a ll wars t hat I  know of , to  exchang e p risoners  of  war  af te r 
the set tleme nt,  not as a p rec on di tio n to the  settl ement .

WIIA T COULD WE  HAVE EXPECT ED FROM  NEGO TIA TIO NS?

Se na tor P ercy. I mu st say  th at  I  s til l h ope  th ere  can  be some n egoti 
ate d set tlement,  because it is t he  only  way to end  all of the war.  W hen  
the  Pres iden t announced his  new pro posal s in Oct obe r 1970, I  in tro
duced a reso lution su pp or tin g the m and it  was unanimously  accepted, 
so the Senat e fo r the  f irst  tim e r ea lly  backed  th e Pres iden t. Those w ere 
rea lis tic , flexible term s which  were th e basis f or  neg oti ations, no t in a ny 
way a tak e-i t-o r-leave-it ofl'er. The Pr es iden t made th at  very clear . 
Sh or tly  th er ea fter  I vis ited the chiefs  of  sta te of nin e cou ntr ies—at 
Dr.  Ki ss inge r’s su gge stio n—n ati ons which  might  hav e some leverag e 
wi th Pe king , Ha no i o r Moscow, to ask them to help  get  across that  these  
ne go tia tin g te rms were flexible, reas onable and  rea l istic.
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What could we realistically have expected from negotiations?
Mr. Gelb. Well, my own way of looking a t it is that  we can’t expect 

too much in terms of an overall settlement. Tha t would involve our 
taking a direct hand in overthrowing the present government of Saigon 
and I  wouldn’t like to see our country do tha t and I th ink i t is unneces
sary to do that.

I think the very act of American withdrawal would unseat these 
people because they have no support tha t goes much beyond our 
presence.

Mr. T homson. So the end product  of negotiation late r on would be 
a form of coalition government in the south, my guess would be.

Mr. Gelb. It  would be part of the na tural  process.
Mr. T homson. It  would be accomplished through osmosis and proc

ess rather  than imposition by the U.S.
Senator P ercy. But you do feel if it had been possible to present at 

some time frame in the past some sort of coalition government—and 
we would have been willing  to have seen tha t happen—that we could 
have had some degree of success in negotiations and an end to the war?

Mr. Gelb. Then we would have had some responsibility for that coa
lition government because we would have been part of its  creation, and 
I think tha t this is the ir business, not our business. I  would like to  see 
them form thei r own coalitions th rough their own processes.

Senator P ercy. Mr. Chairman, I have a few’ more questions on option 
No. 2 and then I would like to  get into option No. 3, which is the one 
the Pres ident selected. But I  would like to yield back to you.

The Chairman. T hank  you very much, because we do have a caucus 
afte r a bit and I  will then tur n it over to you.

PROVISIONAL MILITARY DEMARCATION LIN E

Because this keeps recurring, I  want to read one paragraph  from the 
Geneva Accords into the record because members seem to forget it. 
This is the final declaration of the Geneva Convention, Ju ly 21, 1954, 
and section 6 reads:

The Conference recognizes tha t the essential purpose of the agreement relat
ing to Vietnam is to settle milit ary questions with a view to ending hostilities 
and tha t the military  demarcation line is provisional and should not in any way 
be interpreted as constituting a political or terr itor ial boundary. The Conference 
expresses its conviction tha t the execution of the  provisions set out in the pres
ent declaration and in the agreement on the cessation of hostilities creates the 
necessary basis for the achievement in the near future of a political settlement in 
Vietnam.

Then, of course, there are the provisions in the agreement of the 
Cessation of Hostilit ies in Vietnam on July  20, 1954, which was pri
marily  the milit ary settlement of the war between the French  and 
Vietnamese. I  quote p art  of article  1. This is merely to identify it for 
purposes of people who wish to pursue it :

The provisional military demarcation line is fixed as shown on the map at 
tached. So it refers to that.  There was no question about the intention of all 
the people in Geneva except the United States tha t it wasn’t two countries.

AVIIAT IS AND HAS ALWAYS BEEN WRONG

I refer again, at the risk of seeming to belabor a m atter because I  
think it is fundamental. Dr. Gelb, to your thesis, which I think needs
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emphasis.  ou very force ful ly rep eat  it  in  yo ur  stat em en t: “So me thing 
is wrong  somewhere. Some thing alw ays  lias heen wrong.” You  have 
touched on thi s, but  I th in k it is well since we arc  rev iew ing  t he  pas t 
which was rea lly  the purpo se of  th is hearing . It  is th e in tru sio n of the 
Pres iden t s speech th at  has  occasioned its  discussion, not  th at  T object 
to it bu t it is a coincidence. Cou ld you elaborate a bit  on wh at it is 
th at  was wrong. You emphasize it so clearly the re,  and in the  next  
pa ra gr ap h you say. “W ith ou t th is  leg itim acy , and the  quest for  it 
seems n eve r-ending,  the S aig on reg ime  pe rpetua lly  wi ll requir e Am eri 
can su pp or t.”

I th in k fo r the  en lighte nm ent of  the committ ee, you ou gh t to elab
orate  on it  because you ha d som eth ing  mo re in mi nd  t ha n those words 
tod ay.

Mr. Gelb. Yes, sir. Vietnam  alw ays  ha sn 't been one country . I t  has  
been div ide d by conquerers  in the past. It  was div ided int o admi nis 
tr at iv e regions by the  Fren ch . At  the begin nin g of W or ld  W ar  I I , as 
is well known,  a gro up  ca lling  them selves the  Viet Minh came into 
being to dr ive  out the  Fr en ch  and the Japane se , and to cre ate  a na 
tio nal sta te,  a sing le na tio na l sta te.  All evidence  po in ts to the fact  
th at  most Vietnam ese supp or ted the  Viet Min h. Th ere  were  no t th at  
ma ny col labora tors. I t  was a str on g natio na l movement, a movemen t 
th at , in t he  ju dgme nt of  every  sc holar  I  know,  ev ery hi sto ria n I  know, 
of Vie tnam,  would  have  in the  n at ur al  course  o f e vents come t o pow er 
in all of  Vie tnam . Th is doesn’t mea n they  were wi thou t opposit ion . 
No po lit ica l gro up  in an y co un try  is wi thou t opp osi tion. That  isn ’t 
the  issue. The po int  i s it  was a movement to establ ish  th ei r own coun 
try free from foreig n d om ina tion.

I f  you look at  the  Pe ntag on  pa pe rs you will  see th at in  1947 and  
1948 our  own intell igence  com munity  and  our spe cia lis ts in the State  
Dep ar tm en t r ecog nize d t hi s, and the y could n't  f ind any  d ire ct  links o r 
str ings  b ein g pulled on Ho  Chi Minh fro m Moscow. They ques tioned 
in a memo to the  Se cretary of  St ate at  th at  time, Dean Acheson, 
wh eth er there was any in tim ate conn ectio n at  a ll bey ond  the  fact  that  
TTo Chi Min h in addi tio n to being  a na tio na l was also a Com mun ist.

The Chairman. Acheson concluded he was, though;  didn’t he?
Mr. Gelb. Well, it  i s not  c lea r t hat h e conc lude d h e was, bu t I  th ink 

he con clud ed fo r reason s ha ving  l itt le  to do with Vietn am  itself , th at  
the  U.S. ou gh t to he lp the Fr en ch , wh eth er Ho  Chi Minh was con
tro lle d fro m Moscow or  not , an d I  th in k we know, moving a jum p 
fu rthe r in his tory, th at  t he  Pres iden t of  the Un ite d State s Dw igh t D. 
Eisen howe r belie ved th at Ho  Chi Minh ha d the su pp or t of  the  ove r
whelm ing  m ajor ity  o f the Vie tnames e peop le, some 80 percen t, not all,  
bu t wh at  Pres iden t of  the Un ite d State s cou ld command 80 percent  ? 
I t has been  a lo ng tim e.

Th ere have been gro ups in opposit ion  to Viet Minh, g roups of va ri 
ous c ha rac ter , some depend ing  very d ire ctl y on the  Uni ted Sta tes , some 
o f  reall y ind igen ous  q ua lity. These  g rou ps have  never been able  to  get 
them selv es tog eth er.  I t  seems th a t th ei r common conflicts are  grea ter 
th an  th ei r common intere sts , an d so in the  na tura l course of events, 
wi th the  repressive  and I th in k obviously repress ive reg ime of  Diem, 
the  Viet  Minh. fo rces  beg an to ga in pow er a gain and once V ietnam was 
in da ng er  of being lost  to  these forces, the  U.S . beg an to step in very
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heavily ; hut all through th is process you see contending forces within a nation seeking independence and seeking to settle thei r question of who shall be the government of the ir own country, and you see at the same time outside powers coming in to tip the scales one way or another, succeeding because they were large powers, in perpe tuating the war but never ending it. T think tha t is what was behind my statement, sir.

COO PER AV ION  IN  RE SC UIN G U .S . PI LO TS  AN D F IG H T IN G  JA PA N ESE

The Chairman. You have refreshed my memory on one other point, on which perhaps you are informed. Was it correct tha t about 1944 or 
1945 American officers, specifically, I believe, a Colonel Gallagher, cooperated with ITo Chi Minh in the rescue of American pilots and fighting the Japanese in North Vietnam? Do you remember something about that?

Mr. Gelb. Yes, there was cooperation when the U.S. OSS (Office of Strategic Services) teams and Viet Minh—the extent of that  is not clear.
The Chairman. It  seems to me I recall in one of Berna rd Fa ll’s books tha t our own OSS recommended Ho Chi Minh very highly  to our own people as the most effective man to combat the Japanese d uring t ha t period in the lat ter  days of the  war, when ITo Chi Minh was released from prison, I  believe, in China. He came down there. I am not exactly clear on the time, but we will go into this later.

BA CK GR OU ND  OF  M EM BE RS  OF PRESEN T SO UTH VIE TNAM ESE  
GOVE RN M EN T

Arising out of one of Senator Percy’s questions, I meant to ask also about the present government of South Vietnam. Was General Kv a member of the French  Air  Force during the war between 1946 and 1954 ? Do you remember ? Do either one of you know ?
Mr. Gelb. I  just can’t remember. I think  so.
Mr. Thomson. I can't remember.
I'he Chairman. Where did General Ky learn to fly an airplane?  Did we train  him or did the French ?
Mr. Gelb. I believe the French, but I am not certain.
The Chairman. Do you know whether General Thieu was a n ortherner or a southerner ?
Mr. Gelb. I believe he was-----
The Chairman. By birth?
Mr. Gelb. I  believe both Ky and Thieu were northerners.
The Chairman. Were they not both members of the French Air  Force or the French Army? Armed Forces? You don't know?
Mr. Gelb. To the best of my recollection; yes.

WAS  former president diem a colonial governor?
The Chairman. Was former President Diem a colonial governor before the war ? Do you know that ?
Mr. Gelb. I believe he was, sir.
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H O  C H I M IN H ’s  PL EADIN G CA US E OF  IN D EPE N D EN T  V IE TN A M

Th e Chairm an . You men tion ed Mr. Ho  Chi  Minh  be ginn ing th is 
process in W or ld  W ar  I I.  I  seem to h ave rea d th at  as  ea rly  as th e Ver
sail les con ference  he ap peare d and p lea ded th e cause o f an  independent 
Vie tnam.  Do you know a ny th ing about t ha t?

Mr.  Gelb. Wha t you say is co rrect, s ir.
The C hairm an . I t  is co rrect ?
Mr. Gelb. He  sou ght to get  an aud ienc e, I  bel ieve; it  was  den ied 

him.
Th e Chairman. He  was th at  ea rly , pleading  the  cause of  an ind e

pendent V ie tn am ; is that  ri gh t ?
Mr. Gelb. Yes, s ir.
Mr. T homson . Th at  is correc t.

FE UD AL  T Y PE  of  U N IT Y  I N  V IE TNAM

The C hairman. You mentioned the governm ent fro m tim e to time 
had been div ide d. I mean , there  were  th e th ree pr incipa l pro vinces  o f 
Vie tnam.  D id i t or did  i t not  have  a t leas t a feu dal t yp e o f u ni ty  un de r 
an em peror? Was there  an em peror who was general ly re fe rre d to as 
the  emp ero r of Vietnam  ?

Mr.  Gelb. Bao  Dai  was conside red  the  em peror  of  Vietnam .
Th e Chairm an . H er ed ita ry  em pe ror; is th at  cor rec t?
Mr.  G elb. I  believe so.
Mr. T homson . Technica lly , he w as E mpe ro r of An nam .
Th e C hairma n. W ha t?
Mr.  T homson . Empe ro r o f A nnam , B ao Dai.  But  goin g back  in his

to ry  there was  a unif ied em pir e, a Vie tnamese em pir e, bu il t on the  
Chinese  Co nfu cia n model.

A SSU M PTIO N  T H IS  IS  NO T A CIV IL  WA R

Th e Chairm an . Tha t was my imp ression. Th ere  were  three large  
provinc es, bu t the y con side red them selv es par t of  Vietn am . Th e only  
reason I  mentioned it  is wi th refere nce  to  th is fund am en tal  assum p
tio n which  recurs  in th is  and previou s Adm in is tra tio n’s sta tem ents 
th at  thi s is no t a c ivil war. I t  re lates to your  very str on g s tat em en t t hat  
th is  is a civil  war. th at  it  i sn ’t a war  betwe en two  independen t na tio n 
sta tes  and neve r has  been. I s that  no t yo ur  pos ition ?

Mr. Gelb. Yes, i t is, sir .
Mr.  T homson . T ha t ha s been one of  ou r grea tes t stu mbling  blocks  

because m en in gov ern me nt have in fact  bel ieved, have  them selves con
sidere d t hat  i t was not a  civ il wa r whe n a ll along it  ha s been very  cle ar 
to a ll p ar tici pa nt s an d to  all sch ola rs that  it  is a civ il war.

VIE TNAM ESE  U N IT Y  W H IL E  FIG H T IN G  FR E N C H

The Chairm an . Orig inal ly  it  was a colo nial war. I t  was  the Viet 
Minh  fig ht ing  the  F re nch ; was n’t it  ?

Mr.  T homson. That  is correct .
Th e Chairm an . An d at  th at  tim e, except  fo r the  Fr en ch  forces, 

there was gr ea t un ity , even  thou gh , as Dr . Gelb  has said, they  were  
no t una nim ous. But  I  believe in Eisen howe r’s book, “M anda te for
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( hange,” he says if the election had been he ld during the fighting, 
Ho Chi Minh would have received 80 percent of the votes. This  does relate, I think, to the way you look at it, but our Government has 
misrepresented this in its rhetoric all along for many years, but it is rather essential.

UNIQU ENESS  OF U.S . SUPPORT OF COLONIAL POWER

Do you recall any other case in the history of the United States where i t took th e side of the  colonial power to assist i t to retain control of a colony ?
Mr. Thomson. I t doesn’t come to mind, but I might  just point out tha t there was an anomaly, Senator Fulb righ t, tha t grew sadly out of the death of Pres iden t Roosevelt, because otherwise in Southeast 

Asia we elected to urge our allies, our  wartime allies, to divest themselves of the ir colonial holdings. The plan of President Roosevelt had been at one stage of the  war  to put Indoch ina under interna tional trusteeship.  He felt very strongly that  the French should not come 
back and he was supported by the Fa r Eas t Division in the State Department.

With the President’s death, however, in April 1945, power shifted within  the Departmen t of State—this is being brough t out by documents now being published—power shifted  to the European Bureau, and those who felt that our relations with France must be para mount prevailed in the advice t ha t was given to President Truman. 
And it was as a result of th is bureaucratic power shift , basically, tha t we did support the French return and then, in due course, financed the French  war.

The Chairman. You know of no similar  instance in which this country has supported a colonial power in such fashion, do you ?
Mr. Thomson. It doesn’t come to mind.
The Chairman. It doesn’t come to my mind, either. It  ought to come to your mind if it  occurred since you are an historian .
Mr. Thomson. I  am searching my mind, sir.
The Chairman. We haven’t had tha t long a h istory ; I can’t think of any case.
Mr. T homson. We did support the  Government of Pakis tan against 

a government in Bangladesh , but it is a fair ly recent phenomenon.
The Chairman. I am not sure you are correct in saving tha t is a 

colonial holding.  They were created once at the same time as part of India . I don’t think it was ever commonly regarded as a colony.
Mr. Thomson. Only by the Bengalis.
The Chairman. Only by the Bengalis is correct. But  Vietnam was not considered a colony only by the  Vietnamese. I t had been acknowledged as a colony by everybody for 75 or 80 years or so; had n't it?
Mr. Thomson. I  think tha t is correct.
The Chairman. I don’t think tha t is an analagous situation. Besides tha t, what did we do for the Pakis tanis,  if you wish to make a case for it, other than to ti lt the  rhetoric a little ? We had already given them the  a rms before that . We did noth ing very specific at tha t par

ticular time.
Air. Thomson. Th at is correct.
The Chairman. Whereas, we did a grea t deal in this case.
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ACCEPTANCE OF POLITICAL MISJUDG MENT OR ERROR

This is a unique instance and it is another reason why I think your 
theory tha t the acceptance of a political misjudgment or e rror is the 
righ t way. i f you are ever going to cleanse their  minds of the afflic
tions that  have grown up through  these wars. I see nothing wrong or 
immoral about th at. This is wnat I started out asking. I don’t under
stand why a country, just as an individual, can’t accept the idea th at 
they could be wrong in a political judgment. There is nothing im
moral about that. It  goes back to the same period in which we took 
also a peculiar attitude toward the indigenous forces in China ; did 
we not. Mr. Gelb? I mean, this is about the same time we were making 
up our minds in a slightly different case. China was not quite a colony 
although it had been chewed up and treated like a colony by many 
of the European  countries. Each got parts of it. But we were unduly 
influenced by an obsession with ideological matters dur ing that period; 
were we not ?

Mr. Thomson. Our intervention in the Chinese civil war was suffi
ciently halfhearted to win us the enmity of both sides eventually.

The Chairman. Yes, and was equally unsucessful, I  mean.
Mr. T homson. It  was highly  unsuccessful. For tunately, we did not 

press it as far as we have been encouraged to press i t in Vietnam. And 
to some degree I am afraid  i t was the  memory of China’s loss and the 
consequences thereof in this  country tha t forced one president  after  
another to hang on in Vietnam.

The Chairman. Yes.

was president's statement admission of failure of vietnamization ?
Let's see. T was left a question by Mr. Muskie.
Mr. Muskie says he has to go to the floor. li e asks, do you feel that 

last night’s statement by the President  was, among other things, an 
admission tha t Vietnamizat ion was a failure?

Mr. Thomson. Yes.
The Chairman. Do you agree with that?
Mr. Gelb. I would say at least it was an admission th at he didn’t 

want to take the chance and see.

WIIAT HAVE NORTH VIETNAMESE OR RUSSIANS DONE?

The Chairman. This is another question he left  here. What is it 
that  the North Vietnamese have done to the United States or tha t 
the Russians have done or tha t either have done, that would justify 
the actions tha t we are taking?

Mr. Thomson. It  strikes me, sir, tha t the North Vietnamese have 
proved a determination to survive and prevail and that , in  itself,  has 
caused the American Presidents to feel impending humiliation at his 
doorstep; tha t is all they have done. And another kind of leader from 
a different vantage point could have construed tha t reality in differ
ent terms.

The Chairman. Do you have any comment on that, Mr. Gelb?
Mr. Gelb. I agree with it, sir.
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RA TI ON AL E FO R 19  65  BO MBI NG

The Chairman. Mr. Gelb, I believe you were there at the time. Could 
you tell us what the rationale was for the bombing tha t began in 
February of 1965?

Mr. Gelb. I was not in the executive branch of Government at tha t 
time.

The Chairman. Were you, Mr. Thomson ?
Mr. T homson. I was in the executive branch a t the time, sir, and the 

rationale, as I remember, was multiple, as I have suggested. It was 
originally to break their  will, but with the bombing of the Pleiku 
barracks in the first week of February,  an additional incentive was, 
as I have suggested, to stiffen Saigon's spine. So it began with dual 
aims: to break the will of the north  and to stiffen the spine of the 
south, but eventually there was added to it the hope of inducing the 
north into some kind of a conference situation—though by the way 
the negotia tory options were phrased at the time, in retrospect, it seems 
tha t tha t conference would have been one in which to receive thei r 
surrender.

Mr. Gelb. It  was also a means of  restr icting  the flow of supplies 
of men from north to south.

Mr. T homson. Correct. The fur ther rationale was to try  to  cut the  
infiltra tion routes.

RATI ONALE  FO R 1 9 6 4  STR IK E ON  CIT Y  OF  V IN H

The Chairman. Wha t was the rationale  fo r the strike on, I believe, 
the city of Vinh on August 4,1964? Do either  one of you know? That,  
I believe, was the first overt, substantia l str ike. Are either one of you 
fami liar with that incident?

Mr. Thomson. I don’t have clear recollection of that.
Mr. Gelb. Are you ta lking about the Tonkin Gulf incident?
The Chairman. There was an alleged second incident on August 7. 

What T am asking you is, insofar  as you deduct or have found out 
from the papers or your personal experience, what  was the real rea
son for tha t strike, not the alleged reason?

Mr. Gelb. Well, if  we look at the papers, and I can’t say th is from 
my own firsthand experience, but i f we look at the papers, I think  our 
leaders were trying  to send Hanoi a message.

Mr. Thomson. The phrasin g was “to show them we mean business,” whatever tha t means.
The Chairman. I s that what the papers indicate ?
Mr. Gf.lb. Yes, sir.
The. Chairman. I t was to send them a message. We hear that phrase 

in current political statements around the country, trying to send 
Washington a message. Some of them are succeeding pret ty well up 
to a point, but the message has not gotten through yet.

Mr. Thomson. One finds, Mr. Chairman-----
The C hairman. I wondered if you had studied it. You know what I  

am talking about, Mr. Thomson: don’t you ?
Mr. Thomson. I am not entirely on the track.
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The C hairm an. There have been thr ee  o r fo ur  books wri tte n about 
th is inc ident. The lat es t one I have seen is Mr. Aus tin ’s, of  the  New 
York Times. I t proves prett y conc lusively—I  suppose th at  depends 
upon a lot  of  ot her  things, one’s own experience  and  ba ckgro und—that  
the alleged i nciden t d id n' t occur.

Mr. T homson. I can speak  blu nt ly  to tha t po int .
The  Chairman . Tha t is w hat  I  am ask ing  you abo ut.
Mr. T homson. I  was in the  W hit e House. The NS C staf f a t the  time 

and  some of  my colleagues ind ica ted  very clearly th at  there was no 
cred ible  evidence th at  the  second inc ide nt had, in fac t, ever taken 
place. I t was judged , however, to  be use ful nonethe less , to  show, a s the 
papers reg ula rly ' put it, our will  or our resolve, regard less of the  ab 
sence of a c lear casus belli.

The C hairman . And th is was in te rp re ted to mean if  we showed the 
will the n the  North  Vietnamese wou ld su rre nd er.  I  mean, being faced  
with such ov erwhelm ing power, th ey  wo uld stop . I s that  really t he way 
they were th inking  ?

Mr. T homson. “Would be brou gh t to  thei r knees” was the  phrase 
th at  was used.

The  Chairman. And, in effect, be wi lling  to set tle it  on our term s; 
is th at  corre ct ? I s th at  a fa ir  sum ma ry ?

Mr. T homson. That  was the  hope,  yes.
The Chairman. So, again , th at  was ra th er  a serious  mis take in 

jud gm ent , to o; wasn’t it  ?
Mr. T homson. It  was, si r.
The Chairman. Se na tor  Percy  says he wou ld l ike  to  ask a few more  

questions. I am going to have to leave  in 5 minutes  because I  have  a 
caucus coming up, but  you proceed if  you like .

Senator  P ercy. Tha nk  you, sir.  I  wil l keep  m y questions shor t and  
possibly with br ief  answ ers we c an cover  all the  areas th at I  have  in 
mind a t thi s time.

KEY ISSU ES DIV IDIN G TWO SIDES

W ha t do you see as the key issues th at  now div ide  the  tw o sides and  
on which agreem ent  must be reache d befo re a set tlement can be made 
on a neg otiated basis ?

Mr. T homson. Well , the key u ltima te  issue is who cont rols th e so uth.
Sena tor  P ercy. Is wh at ?
Mr. T homson. W ho shall con trol  the sou th, and  t hat  is an issue on 

which  ne ith er side  will give  way so fa r.
Se na tor  P ercy. So th at  you are  taking  a very dim  outlook for a 

neg otiated sett lement?
Mr. T homson. Wel l, 'when I say  w hich  side co ntrols  th e sou th, the re 

is b uil t into  t hat  p hras ing a concept  o f timetable . One has heard  over 
recent  yea rs from  hig h levels  o f even th is ad mi nis tra tio n the thou gh t 
of a decent interv al, an inte rva l between a se ttlement t hat  has the look 
of non def eat , an d the actual  pass ing  of co ntro l in th e south  to the  Com 
mun ists.  It  sounds cynical and  it  may well be hypocri tic al,  bu t the re 
are those in policy pos itions who general ly believe th at  the  crea tion  
of a decent interval must be i tem 1 on our agen da because without such 
an int erv al between  the  sett lem ent  and , let us say, the  comm uniz ation 
of the  s outh, the  adm ini str ati on  would run  into severe troub le at home
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an d abroad . I t  may be corre ct in its  asse ssment  of the hom e-side con
sequences, a lth ou gh  I  d ou bt  i t ; bu t I  th in k it  is  very  u nl ike ly th a t it  is 
cor rec t in  its  assessment of  world -wide  consequences.

EXTENT o r  NORTH VIETNAMESE NEGOTIATIONS FOR PUBLIC RELATIONS 
PURPOSES

Se na tor  P ercy. T o wh at  exten t do you  th in k the nego tia tio ns  hav e 
been ca rri ed  on by the Nor th  Vietnam ese  sim ply  fo r the pu rpose of 
pub lic  rel ations?

* Mr.  T homson. I th in k all pa rti es  to i nte nse ne go tia tio ns  str ess  a pub 
lic rel ations asp ect  of  the nego tia tio ns , wh ich  is the ex ter na l look  at  
the process . One  i s t ry in g to  d rum up su pp or t, tr y in g to  look credib le. 
Th ere is at  t he  he ar t of  the m at te r the hope fo r a ha pp y ou tcom e; so

* I  wou ld say th at “pub lic  re lat ions” would  ov ersim pl ify  Han oi ’s 
in ten t.

JASON STUDY GROUP CONCLUSION CONCERNING BLOCKADING NORTH 
VIETNAM

Se na tor  P ercy. I )r.  Gelb , if  I can  tu rn  t o th e th ir d  al te rnat ive,  the  
one th at  the Pr es id en t is pu rsuing , an  In st itute  of  Defense Analy ses  
stu dy  th at  was  inc lud ed in one ver sion of  the  Pe nt ag on  pa pe rs  con 
cluded  th at  blockadin g Nor th  Vietn am  would  no t work. Wou ld you 
care to  com men t on that ?

Mr. Gelb. That  was  the conclus ion of  wha t was  cal led  the Ja son 
St ud y Group. Th ey , as you  know, no t only looked  at  the blockade 
alone but also at  an a ll-ou t bomb ing  c am pa ign  at  th e same t ime and I  
th in k the  conclus ions  which  they  came to  are  sim ila r to the ones I  
offer abo ut the po tent ia l effect  of  Pr es id en t Ni xo n’s cu rre nt  actions .

Se na tor  P ercy. We were bomb ing  very close to the Ch ina bo rder  
back in the Jo hn so n ad min ist ra tio n,  an d th at  involved very gra ve  
risk .

TIME SPAN IN  MOVING NORTH VIETNAMESE SUPPLIES SOUTH

Th e avow ed purpo se of  t ry in g now to eng age  in th is  new e sca lati on 
, is to  defen d a nd  protec t ou r Ame rican  forces.

Ho w lon g would  it  take  sup pli es or dina ri ly , if  no t in terd ic ted as 
they  came in fro m Ch ina by ra il,  or  kno cked ou t as they  pas sed  
th ro ug h Nor th  Vietn am , un de r con dit ion s t od ay  t o rea ch for ces  usin g 

» the m ag ains t Ameri can fo rces  ?
Mr . Gelb. T hat  is  how  lo ng wo uld  i t ta ke  i f t he y cou ld no t be moved 

by ra il  ?
Se na tor P ercy. I f  they  did slip th ro ug h un de r presen t con dit ion s, 

how lon g would  it  tak e those sup pli es to  ev en tua lly  reach forc es of 
Nor th  Vietn am  us ing  tho se sup plie s, am mu nit ion , and ta nk fue l 
ag ains t th e rem aining  Am eri can forces ?

Mr. Gelb. I  do n’t kno w if  I  am comp ete nt to  give th at  pa rt ic ul ar  
judg me nt,  sir.  I  do kno w th at fro m alm ost  1966, 1967, an d 1968, v ar i
ous times un de r Pr es id en t John son, au th or ity was gr an ted to  str ike 
ev erythin g th at  moved, tru ck s an d tra in s,  an d un de r tho se cir cum
stances in  1968 at the  he ight  of  the  bom bing, th e N or th  Vietnamese  were  
st ill  able to move  an enormous am ount of  supp lie s d own into  th e south.
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Tha t is the only basis of comparison that  I have.
Senator Percy. But if they are subjected to intensive bombing as 

they are now. what is the time span? Can you get down there in 30 
days? Or does it take 6 months for fuel and ammunition to move all 
the way down the country ?

Mr. Gelb. Well, under battle conditions from the northern border 
down into the south, i t certainly would take more than 10 days and 
clearly less than  6 months. The exact time would depend on how many 
trucks they had available, whether they traveled at nigh t or during  
the day, factors such as that.

1 9 6 5  CO NC ER N OVER PO SS IB LE  C H IN E SE  IN TER V EN TIO N

Senator P ercy. Professor Thomson, the Pentagon Pape rs also indi
cated tha t in 1965 the President’s advisers feared a massive bombing of 
North Vietnam would bring Chinese intervention. Was th at judgment  
a sound judgment at the time?

Air. T homson. We had within the Government at  the time, Senator 
Percy, some very talented  kinds of watchers, part icula rly Allen 
Whiting, who had done a remarkable book on Chinese intervention 
in the Korean war, and such men as Whit ing felt tha t the tripwire 
that  would bring China in would be, as I suggested earlie r, any U.S. 
move th at looked as i f it might displace and overthrow the regime in 
North Vietnam, the established state in North Vietnam, and thereby 
endanger Chinese borders.

It  was also feared, however, th at bombing close to China’s border 
and the doctrine of hot  pursu it m ight bring  us in to a situa tion where 
MiG’s were stationed across the border  on Chinese fields, and Ameri
can forces would feel compelled to cross that border.

By and large, I  think the concern over possible Chinese intervention 
was appropriate , and I think by and large tha t although we came 
fairly close, we played that  particular  game with prudence.

EFF ECT OF LA TE ST  AC TI ON S ON  PRESID EN T’S C H IN A  PO LI CY

Senator Percy. From the standpoint  of our relationship  with China, 
the President has enunciated a very clear policy of negotiation rather 
than confrontation, and he has gone to extraordinary efforts to further 
this objective.

Will Peking  be responsive to tourism, to cultural  exchanges? There 
have been fair ly large groups which have left from Mexico recently. 
Another group went and came back with glowing reports about how 
well they had been received, but so far as I know—other than  the 
Pres iden t’s trip , the businessmen, the Scott-Mansfield tr ip and a few 
tourists—there has been no fur the r word from Peking.

What effect do you think th is latest action by the  Pres ident is likely 
to have on moving us slowly, gradually , cautiously, toward further ne
gotiation  r athe r than confrontation?

Mr. Thomson. Well. I  might point out tha t without much publicity, 
small groups of Americans are fair ly regularly travel ing to China 
these days—student groups, Chinese-American scholars and the like.



The dean of China studies in this country. John  Fairbank, is depart
ing with his wife for 2 months in China this week, which is something 
of a breakthrough. By and large, though, there is no open faucet for 
travel or trade between China and the United States ; and Peking, I am 
sure, will tend to keep a very tigh t hand on the closed faucet or the 
slim trickle of travele rs and traders. It  is quite clear tha t Peking’s 
pride, Peking’s own sense of its worth as an ally, is engaged in the 
troubles we are inflicting on North Vietnam.

It  is further  c lear that  Peking  regards  t rade  and travel and nego
tiations on all such issues as matte rs that will be held up until we 
shape up, so to speak, from their  vantage point. So I can see nothing 
but roadblocks to fur ther progress on the Washington-Peking nego- 
tiatory front as a result of the moves the President made last night.

PROSPECT FOR NEGOTIA TIONS W IT H SOVIET UNIO N

Senator P ercy. I)r. Gelb, would you care to comment on the pros
pects for negotiations on very key, impor tant areas of mutual interest 
with the Soviet Union and what this will do? Is this  going to have any 
effect? Will it have an adverse effect? Will it have a positive effect?

Mr. Gelb. I can' t believe it  will have a positive effect. I  know there 
are many who believe tha t the only way to deal with the Soviet Union 
is wi th a bludgeon and a sword, but it has not been clear to me th at 
tha t approach has proved very successful. I think both nations over the 
last couple of years have indicated a greater willingness to talk to each 
other about common interests, even though conflicting, really conflict
ing interests do exist.

I can’t help but believe th at by pushing the Soviet Union into this 
box, a box which the President himself feels is ridden with humiliation, 
can do nothing except injure relations between us and the Soviet 
Union.

Senator, may I ask a question of my colleague ?
Senator P ercy. You certainly  can.

president’s saying nothing about china in speech

Mr. Gelb. The President  gave so much attention to the Soviet Union 
at the end of his speech; he said nothing about China. How would you 
explain tha t?

Mr. Thomson. Well, I am convinced tha t the master planners in 
the White House assume that  Peking’s greatest sense of threat comes 
from those nearly 1 million Soviet troops along China’s 4,500-mile 
frontier with the Soviet Union and from the saber rattlers in the Kremlin.

Clearly, Mr. Nixon does not want to jeopardize his relations with 
China, but he does feel quite obviously th at he can go fair ly far  in 
twi tting  Moscow without bringing a th reat to bear on Peking.

My fear, however, is tha t they may very much overplay and over
estimate Peking’s tolerance of our actions in Southeast Asia and Pe
king’s obsession with the Soviet Union.

Senator P ercy. Your testimony has been extremely helpful and 
thought-provoking for  us.



58

tomorrow’s wit nesse s

The se h ea rin gs  will now be recessed un til  10 o’clock tomo rrow morn
ing. Our  witnesses tom orrow  on the same sub jec t wil l be Professor 
Schle sin ger of  Ci ty Un iversit y of  New Yo rk an d Professo r Chomsky 
of  M IT .

INVITATION TO ADMINISTRATION WITNESSES

I  w ould  ask t he staf f o f th e commit tee to ind ica te to the A dm in is tra
tio n the suggestion  th at I  have made and th e in vi ta tio n of  t he  ch ai r
man fo r any  A dm inist ra tio n witnesses who  would li ke to ap pe ar  in the  
course of  th ese  h earings,  so th at  we m ay hav e as balanc ed a pictu re  as 
we c an possibl y have.  I  appre cia te th e ch ai rm an ’s w illingnes s to hav e 
th at  done.

(W hereu pon, at  1 :10 p.m. , t he  h ea rin g was ad jou rned , to reconvene  
at  10 a.m., Wedn esday,  May 10 ,1972 .)



CAUSES, OR IGI NS, AND LESSONS OF TH E VIETNAM 
WAR

W E D N E SD A Y , M A Y  10 , 19 72

U nited  States Senate , 
Committee on F oreign Relations,

Wa shing ton , D .C.
Th e c omm ittee  met, p ur su an t to  not ice,  a t 10 a.m., in  room 4221, New 

Senate Office Bui ld ing,  Se na tor J . W . F ulb ri ght (cha irm an ) presi din g.
Pr es en t:  Se na tor s Fu lb righ t, Symi ng ton , Pe ll,  Ja vi ts , and Percy . 
Th e Chairm an . Th e co mm itte e wil l come to  o rde r.

O PE N IN G  STA TEM ENT

To day we ar e c on tin uin g the  hea rin gs  on the causes, origin s, an d l es
sons  of  the Vi etn am  war. Because of the Pr es id en t’s Mo nday ni gh t 
message to the co un try , ye ste rday ’s he ar ings  de al t to a gr ea t ex ten t 
with  cu rren t U.S . act ion s in  Vietnam . Such a tre nd  in the discussion 
was to be exp ecte d, giv en the fact  th at presen t policy  in  Indo ch ina 
rep res en ts a fa ir ly  c onsis ten t conti nuati on  o f ou r ea rli er  policies. F or 
ins tance,  m any  o f the or igi na l rat ion ale s fo r in ter ve nt ion rem ain  w ith  
us, how ever impla usi ble  t he y may seem to day ; a nd , of course, the un 
lea rned lessons of  th e Vi etn am  experience  con tinue  to ha un t us. We  
wi ll, therefore, con tinue  in a histo ric al vein to  addres s t he  questi on of 
how we became inv olv ed in  V ietnam,  b ea rin g in mind  t he  d ire ct  rel e
vance of  such an ap proa ch  t o cu rre nt  policy.

We  are fo rtun ate ind eed  to have wi th  us toda y two  witnesses who  
have  devoted  con siderable  stu dy  to the field of  Vietn am  policy.

Our  fi rst  wi tnes s w ill be P ro fessor  A rt hur Schle singer , J r. , fro m the 
Ci ty  U nive rsi ty  o f New Yo rk, who was fo rm erly  an aide to P resid en ts 
Ke nnedy and Johnson. He wil l be fo llow ed by Pr ofesso r Noam Cho m
sky o f M IT , au th or  of n um ero us sch ola rly  w orks in t hi s field.

Gen tlem en, we are very pleased th at you  h ave  been wi lli ng  to come 
here . Th e coincidence of yo ur  ap peara nce with  th e dev elopments in 
Vietn am  only adds,  I  th ink,  gr ea te r in terest to  yo ur  t est imony .

Dr . Schle singer , w ill you b egin, please ?

STA TEM ENT  0E  PROFESSOR AR TH UR  M. SCH LES INGER,  JR ., 
CITY UN IV ER SITY  OF NEW  YORK

Mr. Schlesinger. T ha nk  you,  Mr . C ha irm an .
The Chairm an . Yo ur  en tir e sta tem en t wi ll be pu t in the rec ord  as 

writ ten and you may do as you plea se—c omment on it  o r rea d it.
(59)
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Mr.  S chlesinger . I  will  summarize  p ort ion s and rea d portio ns.  T he 
sta tem en t i s too lo ng  f or  a ful l rea din g.

As an hi sto ria n,  I want first  to commend the com mit tee fo r un de r
taki ng  th is  complex and difficult inq uir y. I am sure th at fu tu re  hi s
to ria ns  will be m ystif ied when, looking back  a t the  1950’s and  1960’s— 
even the e ar ly  1970’s—they  t ry  to  fig ure  out wh at led success ive A me r
ican Pr es iden ts to supp ose th at  ou r na tio na l in ter es t an d securi ty 
were so v ita lly  in volved in the  f ate o f a sma ll coun try  on the  m ain lan d 
of South easte rn Asia  as t o ju st ify  t he  blood,  d est ruc tion, atr oc ity  and  
agony fo r which Am erican  poli cy has been respons ible . I hav e no 
doubt th a t thes e hearings, and any conc lusions the  com mit tee may  
dra w,  wil l pro vid e mate ria l of ine stima ble  imp ort ance fo r sch olars in 
generat ion s to come.

Le t me also say at the  s ta rt  that  the re  is , in my jud gm en t, no sing le 
ans wer to our prob lem.  What . T will end eav or to do is dis entan gle  
wh at seem to one histo ria n signif ica nt th read s of thou gh t and policy 
th at  l ed us to so g hastly a culm ina tio n in South easte rn Asia. L im ita 
tio ns  of  tim e will oblige me to make my po int s quick ly and cri sp ly 
but , I hope, wi tho ut undue ove rsim plif ica tion . I  must add th at  I am 
conscious th at  T myself at ea rli er  tim es hav e share d some of the  ill u
sions I  wil l discuss today. I  only wish th at  I  ha d understood ea rlier  
wh at T t hi nk  I  un de rst an d no w ; an d T ce rta inly  do not seek to e xem pt 
myself fro m a sha re,  how eve r tr iv ia l, of personal res ponsibi lity  fo r 
going  alo ng  wi th directions  of pol icy  whose  im pli cations  did no t be
come evid en t to  me un til  th e sum mer o f 1965.

U. S.  CON VICTIONS ABOU T POSTWAR ROLE

Th e Uni ted State s e nte red  th e po stw ar  world wi th two l eadin g con
vic tions about its  fu tu re  world  ro le : the convict ion th at  the Un ite d 
State s ha d an ob ligation  to cre ate  and defen d a global str uc ture  of 
peace  and the convict ion th at  the Uni ted State s ha d a dem ocrat izing  
mis sion  to  the wor ld. The se were pe rfe ctl y honorab le conv ictions. 
However , the pressu res  an d tempta tio ns  of the postwar- sit ua tio n led 
to  the  ca tastr op hic ove rext ension  an d misap pli ca tio n of  va lid  pr inci 
ples , a process th at  cu lmina ted  ho rr ib ly  in the Indo ch ina tragedy .

PR IN CI PL E OF COLLECTIVE  SEC URITY

Le t us look  firs t at  the pr inciple of  colle ctive  securi ty.  Th e foreig n 
poli cy of  t he  U .S.  since the Second W or ld  W ar  has  been in the hands 
of  the  generat ion  which came of age betw een 1914, the st art  of the  
F ir st  W or ld  W ar , and 1953, the  end  of the Ko rea n war. Eve ry  gen 
erat ion is the pr iso ner of  its  own ex pe rie nc e; and fo r th is  g enera tion 
the cr itica l in ternat iona l exp erie nce  was the defense of  the peace 
system ag ains t one or  an othe r agg res sive power. Peace, it  was said , 
was indivisib le;  app easement  would  only encourage  agg ression. Ag
gression any where , if  uncheck ed an d unpunis hed, wou ld th re at en  the 
ind epende nce  o f nat ion s everywhere. The pre ser vation of peace , th ere
for e, requ ire d the  reestablishm ent  of the peace  system th roug h collec
tiv e act ion  a ga inst agg ression by t he  w orld com munity .

Th is  w as the  v iew of the world  e nvisaged by Woodrow Wilson, the 
view  im pl ied  by the  Stimson doctr ine , the view subs tant ia ted by the



failure of appeasement at Munich, the view argued by President 
Roosevelt during the Second W orld War , the view reasserted in the 
Truman doctrine, the  view doggedly reaffirmed by Pres ident Johnson 
in the 1960's and, indeed, the view expressed by President Nixon in 
the last couple of weeks.

I know that to the young discussion of inte rnational affairs in these 
formalistic  terms seems so unreal tha t they presume this language 
must be a mask for other and unavowed motives. But it would be, I 
think, a mistake not to recognize that,  especially for the generation 
tha t grew up under the shadow of Hit ler,  these words have meaning. 
Nor, I trust , will we as a nation abandon the objective of  collective 
security.

Yet, as we consider Vietnam, we see that  something obviously 
went wrong with the  appl ication of the doctrine. Some would date the 
beginning of the degeneration of the collective security idea with the 
Truman doctrine of 1947. In  a sense, this was so, though I would 
emphasize “in a sense” because the inflation in the Truman period 
was in words rather than  in deeds. While President Truman declared 
tha t “it  must be the policy of the U nited States  to support free peoples 
who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or out
side pressure,” Trum an himself was selective in the employment of 
this drastic  proposition. He did not himself construe it in a crusading 
way, apply ing it neither to Easte rn Europe nor to China as it was 
applied  to Greece and Turkey. Moreover, Truman, afte r carry ing 
throu gh the greatest demobilization in history in 1945-46, kept defense 
spending thereafter under tight control. I n 1947-50, national security 
expenditures averaged only $13 billion a year. By 1949 the  Arm y was 
down to 10 active divisions. This  was hard ly the military posture of a 
state bent on estab lishing a world empire. The Korean war changed 
all that , and in the fifties the United States Government began to 
live up to the rhetoric of the Truman doctrine.

COLLECTIV E SECU RIT Y IDEA LOST LIMITAT IO NS

The original collective security idea had been that clearcut acts of 
aggression by major states required collective intervention to restore 
an equilibrium of power. In  the fifties this idea lost its limitations. 
It  was subtly transformed  into the doctrine tha t almost any form of 
foreign trouble, whether  caused by large or small states, whether or 
not the elements of a balance of power situa tion existed, whether the 
trouble was external  or internal in origin, required intervention, if 
necessary, by America alone.

Secretary of State  Dulles carried  this generalization to the point of 
absurdity and danger, making it a systematic policy to overcommit 
American power and prestige all around the world.
The success of communism anywhere, Dulles felt, would put in ques

tion the will and power of the United States  everywhere. It  was in 
this mood that , hav ing supported the French in Indochina in the years 
afte r 1948, we began to replace the French aft er 1954. The National 
Security Council had already in early 1952 declared t hat  “Communist 
domination, by whatever means, of a ll Southeast Asia would seriously 
endanger  in the short term, and critically endanger in the longer term, 
U.S. security in terests.”
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The reason for this, in the NSC view, was what would later be 
termed the domino effect: “the loss of any single country would prob
ably lead to relatively swift submission . . .  by the  remaining coun
tries of this group.” This remained the perspective in which the 
American Government saw Vietnam.

If  i t was hard to argue t ha t the thre at presented by the Viet Cong 
and IIo  Chi Minh was comparable to the thre at presented by Hitl er 
in the thirties, our Government responded by inflating the thre at and 
contending tha t our adversaries in Vietnam actually constituted the 
spearhead of a planned Chinese system of expansion in East  Asia. This 
was the NSC view in the early fifties.

President Eisenhower wrote in his memoirs tha t the conflict—
began gradually, with Chinese intervention, to assume its true  complexion of a 
struggle between Communism and non-Communist forces ra the r than one between 
a colonial power and colonists who were inten t on atta ining  independence.

By 1967 Vice President Humphrey could cry :
The threat  to world peace is militant, aggressive Asian Communism, with its 

headquarters in Peking, China. The aggression of North Vietnam is but the most 
current and immediate action of militant Asian countries.

As he left the White House, Presid ent Eisenhower told Pres iden t
elect Kennedy tha t if the United States  could not persuade other 
nations to join in saving Laos from Communism, then it should be 
ready “as a last desperate hope, to intervene unilatera lly.” This f urth er 
notion, the notion that  America, as the peculiar and appointed guard 
ian of world peace, was entitled to act milit arily on its own, repre
sented the  final and fata l perversion of the original  doctr ine of collec
tive security.

Soon President Kennedy was saying in his inaugural address tha t 
Americans—
shall pay any price, bear any burden, meet any hardship, support any friend, 
oppose any foe, in order to assure the survival and success of liberty.

Fou r years later, President Johnson sa id:
History  and our own achievements have thru st upon us the principal respon

sibility for  protection of freedom on earth.
By now a useful and limited idea had been corrupted  by messianism 

and America was assuming a role as judge, jury , and executioner fo r 
all mankind.

In  this messianic spir it, we abandoned any realistic assessment of 
our stakes in Southeastern  Asia. Nothing is more distressing in the 
Pentagon Papers than  the apparent failure of any adminis tration, 
including the present one, to recalculate the exact nature of our in
terest in Indochina, to consider what, in hard  fact, the consequences 
would be for the United States  of the communization of Vietnam. 
In  retrospect, one can only feel tha t, if the containment  of China 
were a problem, a strong  Communist Vietnam would offer more ef
fective resistance to Chinese pressures than any of the  shoddy regimes 
we have sponsored in Saigon.

DEMOCRATIZING MISSION

Let’s look now at  the democratizing mission. The messianic compo
nen t in American foreign policy was compounded by the idea of
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America’s regenerative mission to suffering mankind. Like collective 
security, this was in its original form a valuable idea. Bu t in its orig
inal form the American mission was to reform the world by the Amer
ican example, not by Americans moving into other countries and 
setting  things s traight.

Then the experience of milit ary occupation a fter  the second World 
War and especially, I think,  the occupation of Jap an began to 
strengthen American confidence in our talent for nation building. We 
soon supposed th at we had not only the power but the wisdom to enter 
alien cultures and reconstruct them according to our own standards 
and values. Thus, Vice Pres iden t Humphrey spoke in 1966 about “re
alizing the dream of the Great Society in the great  area of Asia, 
not jus t here at home.” He ad ded :

We ought  to he excited about thi s challenge because here is where we can 
put  to work some of our ideas of how a—natio n building, of new concepts  of 
educa tion, development of local government, the  improvement  of the  heal th 
sta ndard s of people and really the achievemen t and the  fulfillment of social 
justice.

This was authentic language of American social reform. But it also 
represented the fata l perversion of a sound idea. It  beguiled us into  
what may be called sentimental imperialism, the belief t ha t we knew 
better than other people did what was good for them. In this process 
the limited policy of  helping  others to help themselves grew into the 
unlimited policy o f imposing our own preferences on others; so tha t 
if the Vietnamese would not out of respect for our superior wisdom 
do what we thought was good for  them, we were determined to make 
them do it out of obedience to our superior strength. The army major , 
standing in the rubble of Ben Tre, summed up the ultimate  logic of 
American messianism: “It  became necessary to destroy the town to 
save it.”

ABSOLUTIST ANTI-COMMUNISM

Another factor  th at contributed to the propensity toward messian- 
ism was the rise of absolutist anti-communism. The delusion tha t 
America was the appointed protecto r of world freedom received ad di
tional impetus from the contention th at world freedom was threatened 
by the ambitions of the centralized movement of world communism.

I^et me be quite clear  on this. The communism of the forties, which 
for purposes of precision we should call Stalinism , was not only a 
cruel and ugly tyranny in Soviet Russia but was also a relatively 
coordinated in terna tional movement. Anti-Stalinism would seem to me 
a moral necessity for any believer in democracy. And in the forties 
Stalinism was a perfectly genuine thre at in Europe,  not in the sense 
tha t the Red Army was likely to invade the west but in the sense that,  
given the economic and social disorganization of Western Europe, 
Communist partie s might well have come to power in countries like 
France  and Italy .

But practical resistance to Stalinism was soon enveloped by the 
view tha t Communism was a changeless, unalterable , monolithic doc
trine  of total discipline and total evil. This absolutist view led to the 
conclusion tha t every Communist party or state by definition must 
forever be the obedient instrument of the Soviet Union. It  led Dean 
Rusk as an Assistant Secretary of State in 1951 to call the Communist
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regime in Peking “a colonial Russian government, a Slavic Manchukuo 
on a large r scale.” I t led to the illusion that guerrilla wars could not 
just be local insurrect ions in which local leadership responded to local 
grievances but must rather represent “wars of national liberat ion” 
organized by Moscow to test the will of the United States. Once again 
a rational idea underwent fatal expansion and perversion.

Moreover, though the reality  of a centralized world Communist 
movement hardly  outlived Stalin himself, indeed had begun to crumble 
some years before Stalin ’s death, the American government continued 
for many years to operate in terms of the old stereotype. When I 
served in the Kennedy Administration in the early sixties, I used to 
implore the State Department to stop going on about the Sino-Soviet 
bloc when it was abundantly evident tha t the Sino-Soviet bloc had 
ceased to exist, i f indeed it ever existed. Yet people today—in some of 
his speeches, President  Nixon himself—still talk about communism as 
i f it were some sort of undifferentiated, centralized th reat to the United States.

In the contemporary age of polycentrism, there is no longer any 
such thing  as world Communism. A Communist takeover no longer 
means the automatic extention of Russian or of Chinese power. Every 
Communist government, every Communist party, has been set free 
to respond to its own national concerns and to pursue its own national 
interests. Diverging nat ional interests have proved to be more power
ful than common ideologies. And this, of course, greatly  transfo rms 
the nature  of the problem tha t Communist movements present to 
American security. Our failure to recognize the rise of polycentrism 
caused us to misconceive the character of a local conflict in Indochina, 
to inflate, its importance, to misrepresent  the degree of American 
interest in its outcome and to enter tha t war with a ferocity out of 
all propor tion to its actual consequence for our national security.

Absolutist anti-Communism had another effect which should be 
noted he re : I t led to the purging from our government of those officials 
who best understood the phenomena of Asian Communism. A leading 
member of the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations recently re
marked to me th at one reason the U.S. Government performed with 
so much more intelligence during the Cuban missile crisis than it did 
during the Indochina  war was tha t in the case of the missile crisis 
it had the benefit of the counsel of men like Ambassadors Thompson, 
Bohlen and Harr iman who knew the Soviet Union and could give 
sound advice about its probable purposes and reactions.

In the case of the Fa r East, we had no equivalent experts on China 
and the Government consequently operated on the basis of theories 
which we know to have been wildly exaggerated. Ila d not John  
Foster Dulles drummed our China experts out of the Foreign Service— 
and this committee recently had the opportunity  to see what able and 
patrio tic men they are—I cannot believe th at we would have pursued 
the same policy of arrogance and blunder tha t got us so deep into 
Vietnam.

IN ST IT U T IO N A L  M ESSIA N IS M

Inst itutional  messianism : Ideas tend to become embodied in ins titu
tions ; and the institutions often survive long afte r the ideas have 
become obsolete. I n the fifties the absolutist anti-Communist philoso-
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phy took root in a group of governmental  agencies—the S tate Depar t
ment, purged  by Dulles of active dissenters; the Defense D epartment; 
the National Security Council; the Central  Intelligence Agency—all 
of which developed vested institu tional  interests in the theory of 
milit arily expansionist world Communism. The cold war conferred 
power, appropriations and public influence on these agencies and by 
the natural laws of bureaucracies the ir concern for the care and feeding 
of the cold war inevitably solidified.

PROCESS OF BUR EAUCRATIC AGG RAN DIZEMENT

The success of CIA  clandestine operations in the fifties in Iran, 
Guatemala, Egypt, and Laos, doubtless fed the American Govern
ment’s convictions both of its ability  and its  right to decide the destiny 
of other nations. I would suggest tha t the very language of the cold 
war bureaucracies—a brisk, technocratic patois, well designed to con
ceal the human implications of nationa l actions—contributed to the 
dehumanization of American policy and laid a spuriously antiseptic 
patina over the horrible things we began to do in Vietnam.

This process of bureaucratic aggrandizement began to give the ex
ecutive branch of Government delusions of grandeur.  Persuaded of its 
own exclusive grasp of these arcane matters , protected by a secrecy 
system to which it alone held the key, it increasingly regarded the Na
tion’s foreign policy as its own priva te prerogative.

I have no doubt tha t historians and political scientists who had ar 
gued uncritical  versions of the theory of the strong presidency—and 
here I must certain ly include myself—contributed to these delusions; 
and I cannot escape the impression tha t Congress during  most of these 
years amiably acquiesced in the situation  almost with relief at the 
avoidance of responsibility.

When one reads the Pentagon papers, one notes tha t Congress 
seemed to exist in the minds of the executive branch primarily as an 
irri tat ing  and obtuse organism to be cajoled and hoodwinked when it  
could not be ignored. The notion that better consultation might have 
produced bet ter policy did  not seem to occur to our leaders. Yet, on the 
record, the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations has shown a good 
deal more wisdom about the Indochina War over the  last hal f dozen 
years than the Nat ional Security Council.

ROLE OF MI LITA RY  ES TA BL ISHM EN T IN  INDO CH IN A

Gf all the bureacracies, I would guess the one th at played the l arg 
est role, a t least in the la ter stages, in the intensification of our role in 
Indochina , was the mili tary  establishment. Histor ically, this milit ary 
influence over foreign policy was something of a novelty. But the Sec
ond World War had brought a great military establishment into exist
ence, the cold war made it permanent, and over the last generation this 
establishment has had  excessive and dangerous weight in our councils 
of state.

For  many years the milit ary have absorbed the largest  portion of 
the Federa l budget. Defense contracts have enlisted large sections of 
the business community in the m ilitary effort. Congress, until recently, 
has given the milit ary nearly everything it wanted. Our mili tary
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lea ders have conned both the  executive and  leg isla tive branches of 
Government  into  bu ild ing enormous ins tal lat ion s, inc rea sin gly  ir re le
vant in the  missi le age, all ove r the  world—an d have ins iste d that , as 
the  price we must pay , we must do no th ing to offend  such spe ndid 
dem ocratic  cou ntri es as Greece,  Po rtu ga l, Br az il and South  Af rica. 
They hav e opposed agreem ents des igned to slow up the arm s race. 
They forever dem and  new system s of  offense and defense. They invoke  
the  emotions of  v iri lit y and p at rio tis m to rein for ce  th ei r imp ortunitie s.

Th e fo rw ard role  of  the m ili ta ry  has been s tri king ly  ev ide nt in Vi et
nam. Fi rs t,  t hey succeeded in def ining the  pr oblem  in t he  te rms sta ted  
by General W hee ler  in Novemb er 1962:

It  is fashionable in some q uarte rs to say th at  the problems in Southeast Asia 
are  prim arily politica l and economic. I do not agree. The essence of the problem 
in Vietnam is military.

Once unleased,  th e m ili ta ry  mach ine  establ ished its  own mom entum. 
Th e insti tu tio na l pre ssu re fo r fu rthe r escala tion, the insti tu tio na l de
sire to  tr y  ou t weapons,  tac tics and  person nel , the ins tit ut iona l capa city 
fo r sel f-de lusion,  demo nstra ted  most rec ently  by Gener al Abram s, 
about the prospects  f or  m ili ta ry  success a nd  th e existe nce of  that  li gh t 
at  the  end  of the  tun ne l—all t hi s c arrie d us  fu rthe r an d f urther  into  the  
qua gmire.

Le t me add , though , th at  th e m ili ta ry  do not ine vit ab ly cont rol 
Am erican  policy. T hey a re p rofess ion al men t ry in g to do a professional  
job an d ma kin g exact ly the arg um ents the na ture  of th ei r profession 
requires. The ir  p res sur e is of ten  effective  in amorp hous situa tio ns  and 
wi th irreso lut e leaders. Bu t it is fool ish to  be surpris ed  bv the  advice  
the y give  or  to  b lame  them f or  it . I t  is fa r more  t o the po in t to blame 
the civil ian  leaders who take  thei r advice.

Let  me add, too, th at I  a m no t ta lk in g abo ut the  so-ca lled mi litary - 
in du st rial  complex. Th is fo rm ulat ion imp lies  th at  the mili ta ry  are  
no th ing m ore t ha n stooges o f A me rican cap ita lism.  O nly  an  old  Le nin
ist  lik e Pres iden t E isenhow er could believe that . I  am ta lk ing a bou t the 
m ili ta ry  as a qui te ind ependent factor  in the  form ati on  of policy, a 
force in its  own right op erat ing acc ord ing  to  i ts own in te rn al  im pera
tive s an d no t at  the  bidd ing of  Am erican  business, which ha d never 
been deeply com mit ted to the  Ind oc hina  war an d in recent  years  has, I 
believe, t urne d predom inan tly  aga inst it.

EC ONOM IC  IM PER IA LIS M  ?

Eco nom ic im per ial ism  ? I n  th is  connec tion I sho uld  pe rhap s m ention 
a thesi s propo sed  in some accounts o f ou r involvem ent  in  Vietn am —the  
thesis  t hat  t he  Ind ochina  wa r was the resu lt of  th e quest of Am eric an 
capit ali sm  fo r wor ld hegemony.

I t  is tru e th at  Am erican  overseas  inv estments  have gro wn remark
ably in  the postw ar period, fro m $8.4 bil lion in 1945 to  $78 bill ion in 
1970. I t  is, of course , h ar d to con tend th at  Am erica wen t into Vie tnam 
to ga in  m ark ets  or  pr ote ct inv estme nts  in a coun try  where we have had 
lit tle of  either. Indeed, we hav e spen t more money on th at  wa r than  
Am eri can  business could  ho pe to ge t o ut of Vietn am  in a c entury . Bu t 
the more sop his ticated expone nts  of  the economic argu men t offer a 
kind  of  domino thesis  of th ei r own. They say  th at , because defea t 
in Vietn am  would  jeo pardize  Am erican  ma rke ts and investm ents
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capitalist order have compelled the American Government to embark 
on a course of ruthless counterrevolution.

Close analysis of the figures shows, however, tha t the dependence 
of American capitalism on the underdeveloped world, in terms either 
of trade or of investment, is very limited  indeed. Two thirds  of Ameri
can exports go to industrial ized rath er than to developing countries. 
Sales to the Thi rd World amount to about 3 percent of our annual 
national  output. As for American investment in the Thi rd World, 
this represents a declining fraction of our total foreign investment: 
35 percent in I960 and only 28 percent in 1970.

Of Third World investment, 40 percent is in petroleum. I f this is 
excluded, only about one-sixth of American overseas investment is in 
developing nations, and few American businessmen today seem inte r
ested in increasing the proportion . Insofar as the future of American 
capitalism depends on the outside world, it depends on markets and 
investments in other industrial ized countries and not on what may 
happen in the Thi rd World.

Nor can it be said that the prosecution of the Indochina war was 
necessary for domestic prosperity . Quite the contrary. The economic 
consequences of Vietnam have been inflation, balance of payments 
trouble and a pervad ing distortion of the economy. Nor need the 
termina tion of the war mean depression a t home. At the end of the 
Second World  War,  between 1945 and 1946, governmental purchases 
of goods and services declined from $83 billion to $31 billion, a sum 
equal to almost one-quarter  of the gross national product. If  our econ
omy could absorb a decline of such magnitude then it could easily 
absorb a decline in war spending of about 2 percent of gross national 
product today.

It  must be added tha t the  Pentagon papers, so far  as I know, record 
no instances of business in tervention in American Vietnam policy and 
tha t any discussion among governmental officials of an American 
economic interest in southeastern Asia was glancing and perfunctory. 
Inso far as our  government confronted the question of the American 
interest, it saw tha t interest  as political, strategic and symbolic, not 
economic.

POSTWAR AM ERICA N IM PE RI AL  IM PU LS E

To sum up, I would suggest tha t the postwar American imperial 
impulse, which came to its terrib le culmination in Indochina , arose 
from a number of pressures and tempta tions—pressures and  temp ta
tions exerted by the vacuums of power created by the Second World 
War; by the misapplica tion of a valid belief in the necessity of creat
ing an in ternational structu re in which the United Sta tes would accept 
her full global responsibilities; by the grandiose overextension of 
America’s mission to up lift suffering mankind; by the reformist faith 
in the American capacity to instruct and rebuild other nations; by 
the quite real menace of Sta linis t communism; by the counterideology 
of anti-communism, persisting in rigid and absolutist form long afte r 
the circumstances tha t had produced it had begun to change; and by 
the institutionalization of the cold war, especially in the increasingly 
influential m ilitary establishment.
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TJ.S. INV OLVEME NT IN  VIET NA M NOT INE VIT AB LE

The fur ther question arises: did these diverse factors render our 
involvement in Vietnam inevitable? Were these forces shaping our 
policy so powerful tha t any Admin istration in Washing ton would 
have been compelled to  pursue the course tha t was, in fact, pursued ?

My answer to that is no. The Indochina tragedy was, in my judg- I
ment, the consequence of national illusions and delusions, not of na
tional necessities. The road to disaster had many turnings.

We could, fo r example, have followed the policy recommended be
fore his death by President Roosevelt and opposed the restoration of RFrench rule in Indochina. We could have responded to the appeals of 
Ho Chi Minh in 1945-46. Given the urgencies incited by the Korean 
war, some measure of American involvement in supporting  the French 
in the  early ’50s was probably hard to avoid, nor was the provision of »
economic assistance to South Vietnam afte r 1954 a necessary cause of 
subsequent disaster.

VIE TNAM  POLICY OF KE NN ED Y AD MINIS TRATION

I do not regard its Vietnam policy as one of the Kennedy adminis
trat ion ’s finest hours. In retrospect, it is clear that  we a ll overreacted 
to Khrushchev’s truculent speech of January 1961. This was the speech 
predic ting the victory of Communism through  “wars of  nat ional lib
eration in the Third World,  the speech to which the Kennedy in
augural was essentially an answer.

It  would now appear tha t Khrushchev was engaged in a complicated 
maneuver w’ith regard to Ch ina ; but Washington, unaware of the 
depth of the Sino-Soviet split at the time, inte rpreted the speech as a 
challenge to the West. The feeling in Washington then was tha t the 
nuclear standoff excluded the possibility of nuclear war, th at the west
ern response in Korea had reduced the chance of limited war, and tha t 
if a solution could only be found for guerril la war, a future of peace 
might be assured.

There thus arose the counterinsurgency mystique, an interesting but 
dangerous idea and one which Americans were not qualified by history 
or temperament to ca rry through . At the same time, the  sh ift in mili
tary  strategy from predominant reliance on nuclear weapons to flexible *
response and the consequent diversification of our Armed Forces, 
though intended to reduce the risk of nuclear war, had the ironic effect 
of making possible marginal ventures like Vietnam.

I do not recall, though, any cockiness or relish in the Kennedy White *
House about gett ing involved in Vietnam. There was enough else to do 
in those years. Moreover, it  must be remembered th at President Ken
nedy's decision to send in advisers at the end of 1961 was in par t a 
tradeoff to the national-securi ty bureaucracy for its sullen acceptance 
of the Kennedy policy of neutraliz ing Laos. Kennedy rejected the rec
ommendations of the Taylor-Rostow report for American armed in ter
vention in  1961. Indeed, less than  100 Americans were killed in combat 
in Vietnam during the enti re Kennedy presidency. On the o ther hand, 
he did acquiesce in 1962 in the definition of the Vietnam problem as 
prim arily  military, a definition which, it should be added, govern-
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me nta l officials lik e Avere ll H ar rim an  and Ro ger Hi lsm an  v igo rously  
opposed .

I t  seems to me fa ir ly  fru itl es s to spe cul ate  wh at wou ld have 
happened  ha d Pr es iden t Ke nnedy lived. I t  is impossib le to pred ic t 
wh at dea d pres iden ts would do abou t sit ua tio ns  t hat  t ake a new for m 
af te r th ei r death ; i t is ha rd  eno ugh to pr ed ic t wh at liv ing pre sid ents 
wil l do about such si tua tio ns . I  suppose th e sa fest guess as to w hat  Jo hn  
Ke nn edy’s line w ould ha ve been i s to look a t th e line t aken  by h is b ro th 
ers  a ft er  his dea th.

Th ere  can be no question th at Pr es iden t Kennedy had the  capacit y 
to refuse  esca lation,  li e  show ed th at  at  the  tim e of the  Bay of Pigs  
and again  at the  t ime of  the Cuban miss ile cris is. I know , too , that  h is 
memory of  Vietnam  u nd er  Fr en ch  rule  made  him  feel th ere  were  limi ts 
beyond  wh ich one cou ld e xpand a  wh ite m ili ta ry  presence without u ni t
ing  the  ene rgie s of  local na tio na lism ag ains t the  in tru de r. I find it  
ha rd , God knows, fo believe th a t Vietn am  wou ld have alt ere d his  p ru 
dent and rat iona l ha bit s in the use of  p ower. Bu t the  qu estion of what 
he would  hav e done h ad  he li ved  rema ins  insoluble.

I hav e some rem arks  about the  Johnson admin ist ra tio n and  about 
the com men t th at  the  sys tem worked in Vietn am  but, in the intere st 
of tim e, I  will leave th at fo r the pr in ted record  and sim ply  sum up 
my views abo ut the que stio n wh eth er or not  the “sy stem” worked.

POLITICAL BUREAUCRATIC SYSTEM IN WASHINGTON FAILED

In  my view,  th e system,  t hat  is, t he  politi ca l bu reau crat ic  system in 
W ashing ton,  fa ile d disma lly . It  fai led  to pro vid e any sys tem atic  and 
ser ious assessment of  Am eri can  stak es in Vie tnam.  It  fai led  in the 
po liti ca l and  m ili ta ry  t ac tic s it  p roduced. It  fai led  i n its est imate  and 
fore cas t of  th e ch arac te r o f t he  p roblem a nd  th e ma gn itu de  o f the d if 
ficu lty. I t  fail ed  to fore see the acute insta bi lit y of  th e Diem regime,  or  
the  fiasco of the  str ateg ic  ham let prog ram  o r the  a tta cks on the  B ud d
hists  in 1963, o r th e fu ti li ty  of  the  bom bing poli cy, or  the  fa ilu re  of 
searc h-a nd-de stroy  tact ics , or th e cap aci ty of the  enemy year af te r y ea r 
to rep len ish  his losses an d enla rge h is effort.

I t was wrong in bel iev ing  th at  the  South  Vie tnam ese unde r Diem 
had the  w ill to defen d its elf , that  U.S.  p ressure could int rod uce  refo rm 
into t he  r ig id  m ind s o f Saigon manda rin s t hat  i f we pounded  long and 
ha rd  enoug h th e ot he r side w ould cry “ uncle.”

I t  was te rr ib ly  wr on g in rega rd ing Ha no i and the  V iet  C ong  as  the  
spearhead of Chinese agg ression. The system could no t even foresee 
dev elopments wi thin the Saigo n regime itse lf. As the  Pe nta gon stu dy  
says ,

The shi fts  of loyalt ies, coups, rebellions and ma jor  changes of public figures 
often caug ht the embassy by surp rise . It  had no effective system, eith er through  
over t or  covert contacts, for finding out w hat  was going on.

Th e system, in shor t, did  no t offer pre sid en ts in tel lig en t or  use ful  
counsel an d it rei nforc ed  and com pounded illus ion.  In  my jud gm en t, 
the  Vie tnames e adventu re was marke d much  more by ign ora nce , mis- 
judg me nt,  m uddle  and , to be fran k,  s tupi di ty  tha n it was by efficiency, 
fo resig ht , a warene ss, and calculation.
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LESSONS OF VIE TNAM

What arc the lessons of Vietnam? To sum up very quickly, (1) that 
everyth ing in the world is not of equal importance to us. For nearly 
a decade we have given too large a share of our attention and resources 
to a marginal problem on the mainland of Asia while our position has 
steadily deteriorated in parts  o f the world far  more vital to our na
tional security.

(2) Tha t we cannot do everything in the world. Vietnam should 
teach us tha t in the last half of the  20th century  armed white men can
not decide the destiny of countries in the Third World. Let us hope 
tha t it will forever chasten what your chairman has well termed the 
“arrogance of power.”

(3) Tha t we cannot be the permanent guarantor of stabil ity in a 
world of turbulence and change. We must reconcile ourselves to an 
age of local revolution and local war in which many terrib le things 
will take place that the United  States simply lacks the power to pre
vent or the wisdom to cure.

(4) Tha t all problems in the world are not military problems and 
tha t military force is not usually the most effective form of national 
power. So long as we continue to define world problems in military 
terms, so long will we strengthen the influence of our own military 
establishment and plunge the nation into fur ther military interven
tion. We should undertake milit ary intervention only (a) when the 
national security of the United  States is directly and indisputedly 
involved; (b) when the people whom we think  we are supporting dis
play a capacity for resistance themselves; and (c) when, in addition, 
there are reasonable prospects for success—all conditions rejected and 
trampled  upon by those who made American military policy for Viet
nam.

(5) Tha t if we must fight, we must rigorously maintain  a due and 
rational  proport ion between our means and our ends. I do not much 
like the wholesale distribution of moral judgments in the realm of for
eign policy, but I have no doubt tha t the Indochina war became an 
immoral war when we began to violate the principle of propor tion
ality, when we began to regard technology as a substitute for policy, 
when the means employed and the destruction wrought grew out of 
any defensible relationship to the interests involved and the ends 
sought. We will have to live wi th the horro r of Vie tnam for the rest 
of our lives.

(6) Finally, that, foreign policy is not the private  property of the 
Executive Branch of government. The President must stop making 
decisions of war and peace without  effective consultation with the 
American Congress. li e  must stop withholding information about 
American action and policy essential to wise and informed judgment  
by the Congress and the electorate. Congress must partic ipate,  as in 
recent years it has sadly failed to partic ipate, in the control both of 
foreign policy and of the government’s secrecy system.

Perhaps the lessons of Vietnam can best be summed up in the state
ment tha t President Kennedy made in November 1961, a statement 
which, in my belief, expressed his t rue views on this matter far  more 
accurately than the grandiloquent rhetoric of the inaugural  address, 
when he said;
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We must face the fact  tha t the United States is neither  omnipotent nor omni
scient—that we are only G percent of the world’s population—that we cannot im
pose our will upon the other 94 percent of mankind—that we cannot right every 
wrong or reverse each adversity—and that,  therefore, there cannot he an Ameri
can solution to every world problem.

Thank you.
(Dr. Schlesinger’s prepared statement follows:)

Prepared Statement of Arthu r Sciilesinger , J r., on th e Origin s of th e 
Vietn am War

My name is Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. I have been since 19GG Albert Schweitzer 
Professor of the Humanities at  the City University of New York. From 19G1 to 
19G4 I served as Special Assistan t to President Kennedy and, briefly, to Pres i
dent Johnson. Though I have had other stretches  of government service, I am 
primari ly a write r and historian.

As an historian, I want first to commend the Committee for undertaking this 
complex and difficult inquiry. I am sure tha t futu re historians will be mystified 
when, looking back at  the 1950s and 1960s (even the early 1970s), they try to 
figure out what led successive American Presidents to suppose that  our nat ional 
interest and security were so vitally involved in the fate  of a  small country on 
the mainland of Southeast Asia as to justi fy the blood, destruction, atrocity 
and agony for which American policy has been responsible. I have no doubt t hat  
these hearings—and any conclusions the Committee may draw—will provide 
material of inestimable importance for scholars in generations to come.

Let me also say at the sta rt tha t there is, in my judgment, no single answer 
to our problem. What I will endeavor to do is disentangle what seem to one 
histor ian significant threads of thought and policy tha t led us to so ghastly 
a culmination in Southeast Asia. Limitations of time will oblige me to make 
my points quickly and crisply but, I hope, without undue oversimplification. 
I must add tha t I am conscious th at I myself at  earlie r times have shared some 
of the illusions I will discuss today. I only wish tha t I had understood earlier 
what I think I understand now; and I certainly do no t seek to exempt myself 
from a share, however trivial, of personal responsibility for going along with 
directions of policy whose implications did not become evident to me until the 
summer of 1965.

At the end of the Second World War, the tradi tiona l equilibrium of world 
power was in disarray. In the wake of war there  emerged great vacuums of 
power—in Europe, in Asia, in Africa. At the same time, the war left only two 
nations with the capacity to fill those vacuums of power—America and Russia. 
Each came out of the war with military strength, political and ideological self- 
confidence and the hab its of global assessment and global action.

The United States entered the post-war world with two leading convictions 
about its future world role: the conviction tha t the United States had an 
obligation to create and defend a global struc ture of peace; and the conviction 
tha t the United States had a democratizing mission to the world. These were 
perfectly honorable convictions. However, the pressures and temptations of the 
postwar situation led to the catastrophic overextension and misapplication of 
valid principles—a process tha t culminated horribly in the Indochina tragedy.

COLLECTIVE SECURITY

The foreign policy of the United States since the Second World War has been 
in the hands of the generation which came of age between 1914, the sta rt of 
the Fir st World War, and 1953, the end of the Korean War. Every generation is 
the prisoner of its own experience ; and for this generation the critical  inte r
national experience was the defense of the peace system agains t one or another 
aggressive power. Peace, it was said, was indivisible; appeasement would only 
encourage aggression ; aggression anywhere, if unchecked and unpunished, would 
threa ten the independence of nations everywhere. The preservat ion of peace 
therefore required the re-establishment of the peace system through collective 
action against aggression by the world community.

This was the view of the world envisaged by Woodrow Wilson, the view 
implied by the Stimson Doctrine, the view substantiated by the failure of ap-
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peasement at  Munich, the view argued by President Roosevelt during the Second 
World War, the view reasserted in the Truman Doctrine, the view doggedly 
reaffirmed by President Johnson in the sixties and, indeed, the view expressed 
by President Nixon in recent days as he explained his re-escalation of ai r at tacks  
on North Vietnam. The United States, he said, was “destined” to play a “great 
role” in “helping to build a new structure  of peace.” The North Vietnamese 
offensive was “a clear case of naked and unprovoked aggression across an inter
national border.” If it succeeds, “other countries will be encouraged to do ex
actly the samething—in the Mideast, in Europe, and in other interna tional 
danger spots. . . .  If Communist aggression fails, it will discourage others 
to do [from doing?] the same thing.”

I know tha t to the young discussion of international affairs  in these formal
istic terms seems so unreal tha t they presume this language must be a mask for 
other and unavowed motives. But it would be, I think, a mistake not  to recognize 
that,  especially for the generation tha t grew up under the shadow of Hitler, 
these words have meaning. Nor, I trust, will we as a nation abandon the objec
tive of collective security.

Yet, as we consider Vietnam, we see that something obviously went wrong 
with the application of the doctrine. Some would date the beginning of the de
generation of the collective security  idea with the Truman Doctrine of 1947. In 
a sense this was so, though I would emphasize “in a sense” because the inflation 
in the Truman period was in words r ather than  in deeds. While President Tru 
man declared tha t “it must be the policy of the United States to support free 
peoples who are resisting attempted  subjugation by armed minorities or outside 
pressure,” Truman himself was selective in the employment of this drastic 
proposition. He did not himself construe it in a crusading way, applying it 
neither to Eastern  Europe nor to China as it was applied to Greece and Turkey.1 
Moreover, Truman, afte r carrying through the greatest demobilization in history 
in 1945-46, kept defense spending under tight  control. In 1947-50 national- 
security  expenditures averaged only $13 billion a year. By 1949 the Army was 
down to ten active divisions. This was hardly the milita ry posture of a state  
bent on establishing a world empire.

The Korean War changed all that,  and in the fifties the United S tates govern
ment began to live up to the rhetoric of the Truman Doctrine. The original col
lective security idea had been tha t clearcut acts of aggression by major states 
required collective intervention to restore an equilibrium of power. In the fifties 
this idea lost its limitations. It  was subtly transformed into the doctrine tha t 
almost any form of foreign trouble, whether caused by large or small states, 
whether or not the elements of a balance-of-power si tuation  existed, whether the 
trouble was external or infe rnal in origin, required intervention, if necessary, by 
America alone. Where President  Truman at  first applied his Doctrine sparingly, 
events, especially Korea, began to generalize it. Secretary of State Dulles car
ried this generalization to the point of absurdi ty and danger, making it a sys
tematic policy to overcommit American power and prestige  all around the world. 
Assuming th at the Soviet Union would exploit  situations of local mil itary weak
ness everyw'here, Dulles concluded that aggression could be restrained only if 
such situat ions were shored up at  every point by visible mi litary force. He sought 
to do this by setting  up NATO-like alliances  in the Third World. And he charged 
this idea with a righteous moralism that encouraged the American people to 
construe political questions in ethical terms, local questions in global terms and 
relative questions in absolute terms.

The success of communism anywhere, Dulles felt, would p ut in question the 
will and power of the United States everywhere. I t was in this  mood that , having 
supported the French in Indochina in the years afte r 1948, we began to replace 
the French afte r 1954. The National Security Council had already in early 1952 
declared tha t “communist domination, by whatever means, of all Southeast Asia 
would seriously endanger in the short term, and critically endanger in the longer 
term, United States security intere sts.” The reason for this, in the NSC view, 
was what would later  be termed the domino effect : “the loss of any single coun
try  would probably lead to relatively swift  submission . . .  by the remaining

1 Indeed, the recent Nixon-Chou En-Lai  communique, in pronouncing Formosa a pa rt of 
mainland China, did not go so f ar  as the Truman  stat ement  of Jan uar y 1950 which added 
th at  the  United  Stat es would remain neutr al even if the Chinese Communists sought to 
take  the i sland by force.
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countries of this group.” This remained the perspective in which tlie American 
government saw Vietnam. As President Eisenhower summed up the situat ion 
on April 4, 1959, “The loss of South Vietnam would set in motion a crumbling 
process that  could, as  it  progressed, have grave consequences for us. . . .  We reach 
the inescapable conclusion tha t our own national interests demand some help 
from us in sustaining in Vietnam the morale, the economic progress, and the 
military streng th necessary to its continued existence in freedom.”

If it was hard to argue tha t the thre at presented by the Viet Cong and Ho 
Chi Minh was comparable to the thre at presented by Hitler in the thirties , our 
government responded by inflating the th rea t and contending th at our adversar ies 
in Vietnam actually constituted the spearhead of a planned Chinese system of 
expansion in East Asia. This was the NSC view in the early fifties. President 
Eisenhower wrote in his memoirs tha t the conflict “began gradually, with Chin
ese intervention, to assume its true complexion of a struggle between Commu
nism and non-Communists forces rath er than one between a colonial power 
and colonists who were intent on attaining  independence.” By 19G7 Vice Presi 
dent Humphrey could cr y: “The threat  to world peace is militant aggres
sive Asian communism, with its headquarters  in Peking, China. . . . The aggres
sion of North Vietnam is but the most current and immediate action of mil itant 
Asian communism.”

As he left the White House, President Eisenhower told President-elect Ken
nedy that, if the United States could not persuade other nations to join in sav
ing Laos from communism, then it should be ready “as a last desperate hope, to 
intervene unilaterally .” This further notion—the notion tha t America, as the 
peculiar and appointed guardian of world peace, was entitled to act  mi litarily on 
its own—represented the final and fata l perversion of the original doctrine of 
collective security. Soon President Kennedy was saying in his inaugura l address 
tha t Americans “shall pay any price, bear any burden, meet any hardship, sup
port any friend, oppose any foe, in order to assure the survival and success of 
liberty.” Four years late r President Johnson said, “History and our  own achieve
ments have thrust  upon us the principal responsibility for protection of freedom 
on ea rth.” By now a useful and limited idea had been corrupted by messianism, 
and America was assuming a role as judge, jury  and executioner for all  mankind.

In this messianic spirit , we abandoned any realistic assessment of our stakes in 
Southeast Asia. Nothing is more distressing in the Pentagon Papers  than the 
apparent failure of any administ ration, including the present one, to recalculate 
the exact nature of our interes t in Indochina—to consider what, in hard fact, 
the consequences would be for the United States of the communization of Viet
nam. In retrospect, one can only feel that,  if the containment of China were a 
problem, a strong communist Vietnam would offer more effective resistance to 
Chinese pressures than any of the  shoddy regimes we have sponsored in Saigon.

THE DEMOCRATIZING MISS IO N

The messianic component in American foreign policy was compounded by the 
idea of America’s regenerative  mission to suffering mankind. Like collective 
security, this was in its original form a valuable idea. But in its original form 
the American mission was to reform the world by the American example, not 
by Americans moving into other countries and setting things straigh t.

Then the experience of military occupation af ter the Second World War, and 
especially, I think, the occupation of Japa n began to strengthen American con
fidence in our talent  for “nation-building.” We soon supposed tha t we had not 
only the power but the wisdom to enter alien cultures and reconstruct them 
according to our own standards and values. Thus Vice Pres ident Humphrey spoke 
in 19GG about “realizing the dream of the Great Society in the grea t area of 
Asia, not jus t here at  home.” He added, “We ought to be excited about this 
challenge, because here is where we can put to work some of our ideas of how 
a—nation building, of new concepts of education, development of local govern
ment, the improvement of the health standards of people, and really the achieve
ment and the fulfillment of social justice.”

This was the authentic language of American social reform. But i t also repre
sented the fata l perversion of a sound idea. It  beguiled us into what may be 
called sentimental imperialism—the belief tha t we know bette r than other 
people did what was good for them. In this process the  limited policy of help
ing others to help themselves grew into the unlimited policy of imposing our
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own preferences on oth ers ; to tha t, if  the Vietnamese would not out of respect 
for  our  superio r wisdom do w hat  we though t was good fo r them, we were deter
mined to make  them do it  out  of obedience to our supe rior stre ngth. The Army 
major stan ding in the rubble of Ben T re summed up the  u ltim ate  logic of Ameri
can messianism : “It  became necessary to destroy  the town to save it. ”

ABSO LU TI ST  ANTI -C OM  M U N IS T

The delusion that  America was the appointed pro tector of world freedom re
ceived addi tional  impe tus from the conviction that  world freedom was threaten ed 
by the  ambitions  of the centralized movement of world communism. Let me be 
quite  clea r on this.  The communism of the  fort ies—which for purposes of pre
cision we should call Stalinism—was n ot only a  c ruel and ugly tyra nny  in Soviet 
Russia but  was also a rela tively coordina ted int ern ational movement. Anti- Stalin ism would seem to me a mora l necessi ty for any believer  in democracy. 
And in the  fort ies Stalin ism was a perfectly  genuine  th reat  in Europe—not in 
the sense th at  the Red Army was likely to invade the west, but  in  the sense tha t, 
given the economic and social diso rgan ization of Western Europe , Communist 
par tie s migh t well have come to power  in coun tries  like  France  and  Italy.

But  practical resis tance to Stal inism  was soon enveloped by the view th at  com
munism was a changeless, unaltera ble,  monolith ic doctrine of tota l discipline and 
total evil. This  abso luti st view led to the  conclusion th at  every communist par ty 
or sta te  by definition  mus t forever be the  obedient ins trument of the  Soviet Union. It  led Dean Rusk as an Ass ista nt Secretary  of Sta te in 1951 to call the 
communist regime in Peking “a colonial Rus sian  government—a Slavic Man- 
chukuo on a  larger  scale.” It  led to the  illusion t ha t gue rril la wars could not jus t 
be local insu rrec tions in which local lead ersh ip responded to local grievances but 
must  ra ther  represen t “wa rs of nat ion al libera tion” organized by Moscow to 
“tes t the will” of the United  States. Once again a rat ional idea underwen t fat al expansion and perversion.

Moreover, though the re ali ty of a centra lized world communist movement hardly  
outlived Stalin himse lf—indeed, had begun to crumble  some years before Stal in's 
dea th—the  American government continued for many yea rs to operate  in terms 
of the  old stereotype. When I served in the Kennedy adm inistration in the early  
sixties , I used to implore the  Sta te Departm ent to stop going on about the  
“Sino-Soviet bloc” when it  was abu nda ntly  evident that  the Sino-Soviet bloc 
had ceased to exist, if indeed it ever  existed. Yet people today—in some of his 
speeches, Preside nt Nixon himself—stil l tal k abou t communism as if it were 
some sor t of undifferentia ted, centralized th reat  to the  United States.

In the contemporary  age of polycent rism, there is no longer any such thing  as 
“world communism.” A communist takeover  no longer means the automat ic ex
tension of Russian  or of Chinese power. Every communist government, every 
communist par ty, has  been set free  to respond to its own nat ional concerns and 
to pursue  i ts own nat ional inte rest s. Diverging nat ional inte res ts have proved to 
be more powerful tha n common ideologies. And this, of course, grea tly tra ns 
forms t he  n atu re of th e problem th at  communist movements present to American 
secur ity. Our failure  to recognize the  rise  of polycentrism caused us to miscon
ceive the  cha rac ter  of a local conflict in Indochina, to inflate  its importance , to 
mis represen t the  degree of American intere st in its outcome and to enter that  
wa r with a feroc ity out of all proportion to its  actual  consequence for our nat ional securi ty.

Absoluti st anti-connnunism had  anoth er effect which should be noted he re : it 
led to the  purging from our  government of those officials who best understood 
the penomena of Asian communism. A leading member of the Kennedy and 
Johnson adm inistra tions recen tly rem arked to me th at  one reason the United 
Sta tes  government perfo rmed  with so much more intelligence  dur ing  the  Cuban 
missile  cris is tha n it did dur ing the Indochina wa r was that  in the case of the 
missile  cris is it had the  benefit of the  counsel of men like Ambassadors  Thomp
son. Bohlen and Harrim an who knew the Soviet Union and could give sound ad 
vice about its  probable purposes and  react ions. In the  case of the Fa r East,  we 
had no equivalent experts  on China, and the government consequently operated 
on the  basis of theorie s which we now' know to have been wildly exaggerated . Had 
not John Fos ter  Dulles drummed our  China expe rts out of the Foreign Service— 
and thi s Committee recen tly bad the  opportunity  to see w hat able and pat riot ic 
men they are—I cannot believe th at  we would have pursued the  same policy of arrogance and blunder th at  got us so deep into Vietnam.
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IN ST IT U T IO N A L  M E S S IA N IS M

Id ea s ten d to become emb odie d in in st itut io ns ; an d th e in st itu tio ns  often 
su rv ive  long af te r th e ide as have  become obsolete . In  the fif tie s the ab so lu tis t 
anti- comm unist  phi losoph y took root  in a gro up  of governme nt agencies— the  
Sta te  Dep ar tm en t, pu rged  by Du lle s of ac tiv e dis sente rs,  the  Def ense D ep ar t
me nt,  the Na tio na l Se cu rity Council, th e Ce ntra l In tel lig ence  Agenc y—al l of 
which  develop ed veste d in st itu tio na l in te re st s in th e the ory  of m ili ta ril y expa n
sio nist world com mun ism. Th e Cold W ar  conferr ed  power, ap pr op ria tio ns  and 
pub lic influence on the se agen cie s; and, by the  na tu ra l laws  of burea ucrac ies , 
th ei r con cerns fo r th e ca re  and fee din g of the Cold W ar  ine vit ab ly solid ified.  
Th e success of CIA clan de stine  opera tio ns  in the  fift ies— in Iran , Gu ate ma la,  
Egy pt, Lao s—doubtless fed  the Am erican  governme nt’s con vic tion  both of it s 
ab ili ty  an d it s righ t to dec ide the desti ny  of othe r natio ns . I wou ld sug gest th at  
the very lan gu age of the  Cold W ar  bu reau crac ies —a br isk  techno crati c pat ois , 
wel l des igned to  conceal the huma n impli ca tions  o f n at iona l ac tio ns—co ntrib ute d 
to th e dehuman iza tio n of Am eric an polic y an d lai d a spu rio us ly an tis ep tic  p at ina 
over th e h or rib le  th ings  we began to do in  Indoch ina .

Th is process o f b ur ea uc ra tic  ag gran diz em en t began to g ive th e e xecut ive  bran ch 
of gover nm ent del usions  of gr an de ur . Pe rsua de d of it s own exc lus ive  grasp of 
the se arca ne  mat te rs , prote cte d by a secrecy sys tem  to wh ich  it  alo ne held  the  
key, it  inc rea sin gly  reg ard ed  th e na tio n’s for eig n policy as  its  own pr iv at e pr e
rog ative.  I ha ve  no dou bt th a t hi stor ia ns  and  po liti cal sc ient ist s who ha d arg ue d 
un cr iti ca l versions of the the ory of  th e str on g Pre sid ency—an d here I mu st 
ce rta in ly  inc lud e mys elf— co nt rib ute d to the se de lusio ns ; and I cann ot esca pe 
the imp res sion th a t Congres s du ring  mo st of the se ye ar s am iab ly acq uiesced 
in the sit ua tio n alm ost  with  re lie f a t th e avoid ance  of res ponsi bil ity . When one 
read s the  Penta gon Pa pers,  one no tes  t ha t Congres s seemed to ex ist  in the min ds 
of the exe cut ive  bran ch  pr im ar ily  as  an  ir ri ta ti ng  and ob tus e organ ism  to be 
cajoled and hoo dwinked when it  could no t be igno red. Th e notion  th a t be tte r 
consul ta tio n mi gh t have  pro duc ed be tte r policy did no t seem to occ ur to out- 
lea de rs.  Yet, on th e r eco rd,  the  S enate  Co mm ittee on Forei gn  R ela tio ns  h as  shown  
a good dea l more wisdom  ab ou t th e Ind ochin a W ar  over the  la st  ha lf  dozen 
ye ar s th an  th e Na tio na l Secur ity  Counci l.

Of all  the bu rea ucrac ies , I would  guess th e one th a t pla yed the  la rg es t role,  
a t le as t in the la te r stages , in th e intensif ica tio n of our role in  Indochina  was 
th e m ili ta ry  es tab lishm en t. Hist or ical ly  th is  m ili ta ry  influence over foreig n 
policy wa s som eth ing  of a nov elty . B ut  th e Second Wo rld  W ar  had brough t a 
gr ea t m ili ta ry  es tab lis hm en t in to  exi stence , th e Cold W ar  ma de it pe rm anent, 
and ove r the la st  gene rat ion  th is  es tab lis hm en t ha s had excess ive and da ng er 
ous we igh t in ou r counci ls of state.  For  many ye ar s the m ili ta ry  have abs orbed 
the  la rg es t po rtion  of th e fede ra l bud get . Defen se co nt racts have  enlis ted  lar ge  
sections of th e business  com mu nity in  the  mili ta ry  effo rt. Cong ress,  un til  re 
cen tly , ha s give n the m ili ta ry  ne ar ly  everyth ing  it  wante d. Ou r mili ta ry  lea de rs 
have  conned bo th th e exe cut ive  and  leg isl ati ve  bran ches of g overnme nt into build- 

» ing  eno rmous  in stal la tio ns , inc reasi ng ly ir re le va nt  in the missi le age, all ove r
the world  (and  have  insis ted  th at , as  the pr ice  we m ust pay.  we mus t do no thi ng  
to offend  such spl endid  dem ocrat ic coun tri es  as Greece. Po rtu ga l. Braz il and  
South  Afr ica) . They ha ve  opposed agreem ents des igned to slow  up th e race . 
The y fo reve r dema nd new  sys tem s of offen se an d defense.  They invo ke the emo- 

* tio ns  o f v iri lit y an d pa tri ot ism  to  re inf orce  th ei r im portu nit ies .
Th e fo rw ard role of th e m ili ta ry  ha s been  str ik ingly evide nt in Vie tnam. 

F ir st  they  succeed ed in def ining th e problem  in the te rm s stated  by Gen eral 
Wheele r in Nov ember 1962: “I t is fas hio na ble  in some qu ar te rs  to say  th at  the  
pro blems in So uthe as t Asia ar e pr im ar ily  po liti cal and economic. . . . T do no t 
agree. Th e essenc e of th e problem in Vie tna m is m ili ta ry .” Once unlea she d, the  
m ili ta ry  ma chi ne es tab lished it s own mom entum. Th e in st itu tio na l pres su re  fo r 
fu rt her esc ala tio n, th e in st itu tio na l desir e to tr y  ou t weapons, tact ics and  pe r
sonnel, the inst itu tio na l ca pacit y fo r self -de lusion,  demon str ate d mo st rec ent ly 
by Gen eral  Abrams, ab ou t th e prosp ect s fo r m ili ta ry  success and th e exi stence  
of th a t lig ht  a t th e end  of th e tunn el—all  th is  ca rr ied us  fu rt her  and fu rther  
in to  th e qua gm ire .

Le t me add, tho ugh , th a t th e mili ta ry  do no t ine vit ab ly control  Americ an 
policy . They are  pro fessional men  try in g to do a pro fessional  job and  ma kin g 
ex ac tly  th e' ar gu m en ts  the na tu re  of th ei r pro fes sion req uires.  Th ei r plea su re  is 
oft en effectiv e in am orp hous sit ua tio ns  an d with  irr es olut e lea ders.  But  it  is
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fo ol ish to  be su rp ri se d by  th e ad vi ce  th ey  give  or  to  bl am e th em  fo r it.  I t is  fa r 
mor e to th e po in t to  bl am e th e ci vi lian  le ad ers  wh o ta ke  th e ir  advic e.

Let  me ad d too  th a t I am  no t ta lk in g ab ou t th e so -call ed  “m il it ary -i ndust ri a l 
co mplex .” T hi s fo rm ul at io n im pl ies th a t th e m il it ary  a re  noth in g mo re  th an  
sto og es  of  Amer ican  ca pi ta lism . On ly an  old  Len in is t lik e P re si den t Eisen ho w er  
could  be lie ve  th a t.  I am  ta lk in g ab out  th e  m il it ary  as a qui te  in de pe nd en t fa cto r 
in th e fo rm at io n of  po licy, a  fo rc e in it s own ri gh t oper at in g ac co rd in g to  it s 
ow n in te rn al im pe ra tive s an d no t a t  th e  bidd in g of  Amer ican  bu sine ss , wh ich  
ha d ne ve r bee n deep ly co mm itt ed  to  th e In do ch in a w ar an d in re ce nt  yea rs  ha s, 
I be lieve , tu rn ed  pr ed om in an tly again st  i t.

EC ON OM IC  IM PE R IA L IS M  ?

In  th is  connec tio n, I shou ld  per ha ps m en tio n a th es is  pr op os ed  in som e ac 
co un ts  of  ou r invo lvem en t in  Vie tnam  : th e th es is  th a t th e In doch in a w ar  was  th e 
re su lt  o f th e qu es t o f A mer ican  c ap ital is m  f or  wor ld  hegem ony.

I t  is  tr u e  th a t Amer ican  ov er se as  in ve st m en ts  ha ve  grow n re m ar kab ly  in  th e 
post w ar  pe rio d— from  $8.4 bi lli on  in  1945 to  $78 bi lli on  in  1970. I t is, of  cours e, 
hard  to  co nt en d th a t Amer ica w en t in to  V ie tnam  to  gai n m ark ets  or  pr ot ec t in 
ve stm en ts  in  a co un try whe re  we hav e had  li tt le  of  ei th er . In de ed , we ha ve  sp en t 
more mo ney on th a t w ar  t han  Amer ican  bu sine ss  cou ld hope  to ge t out of  V ie tnam  
in  a ce nt ur y.  B ut th e mor e so phi st ic at ed  ex po ne nt s of  th e  eco nomic ar gu m en t 
off er a ki nd  of  domi no  th es is  of  th e ir  own. Th ey  sa y th a t,  be ca us e def ea t in  V ie t
na m wou ld jeop ar di ze  Amer ican  m ark ets  an d in ve st m en ts  th ro ughout th e T hir d  
W or ld , th e eco nom ic ne ce ss iti es  of an  ex pa nd in g cap it a li st  o rd er  ha ve  com pelled 
th e Amer ican  go ve rn m en t to  em bar k on a co ur se  of  ru th le ss  co un te r- re vo lu tio n.

Clo se an al ysi s of  th e fig ures  show s, ho wev er , th a t th e  de pe nd en ce  o f Amer ican  
ca pi ta li sm  on  th e un de rdev elop ed  wor ld , in  t erm s eit her of  t ra d e  o r of  inv es tm en t, 
is ve ry  lim ited  i ndeed. Two- tli irds  o f Amer ican  e xp or ts  go t o in dust ri al iz ed  ra th e r 
th an  to  deve loping  c ount ri es  ; s al es  to  the T hir d  W or ld  am ou nt  to  a bo ut  3 pe r ce nt  
of  ou r an nual  nat io nal  out pu t. As fo r Amer ican  in ve st m en t in th e T hird  Worl d, 
th is  re pr es en ts  a  de cl in ing fr acti on  o f our  t ot al  fo re ig n in ve st m en t— 35 pe r ce nt  i n 
1960 an d on ly 28 pe r ce nt  in  1970. Of  T hir d  W or ld  in ve stm en t, 40 pe r ce nt  is in 
pe tr o le um : if  th is  is ex clu de d,  on ly  ab out  on e- sixth of  Amer ican  ov er se as  in ve st 
men t is  in  deve loping  na tion s,  an d few Amer ican  bu sine ssm en  see m in te re st ed  in 
in cr ea si ng  th e pr op or tio n.  In  so fa r  a s th e  f u tu re  o f Amer ican  ca pital is m  de pe nd s 
on th e  ou ts id e wo rld , it  de pe nd s on m ark ets  an d in ve st m en ts  in  o th er in dustr ia l
ize d co unt ri es  a nd  n ot on w hat  m ay  h ap pe n in  t he  T h ir d  W or ld .

N or  ca n it  be sa id  th a t th e pr os ec ut io n o f  th e In do ch in a w ar w as  ne ce ss ar y fo r 
do met ic  pr os pe ri ty . Q ui te  th e c o n tr a ry : th e eco nomic conseq ue nc es  of  Vie tnam  
ha ve  been  in fla tio n,  ba lanc e- of -p ay m en ts  trouble  an d a per vad in g d is to rt io n  of  
th e eco nom y. N or  ne ed  th e te rm in ati on  of  th e w ar mea n de pr es sion  a t hom e. At  
th e  end of  th e Sec ond  Wold  W ar , be tw ee n 1945 an d 1946, go ve rn m en t pu rc ha se s 
of  go ods an d se rv ices  d ec lin ed  f ro m  $83 b ill ion to  $31 bi lli on , a sum e qu al to  a lm os t 
one -o ua rt er  of  th e gr os s nat io nal  pr od uc t. I f  our  economy  co uld ab so rb  a de cli ne  
of  such  m ag ni tu de  then , it  could  ea si ly  ab so rb  a de cli ne  in  w ar sp en ding  o f ab ou t 
2 per  ce nt  of  gros s nati onal p ro duct  toda y.

I t  m us t be  a dd ed  th a t th e  P en ta go n Pap er s,  so fa r as  I know , reco rd  no inst an ce  
of  bu sine ss  in te rv en tion in  Am er ic an  V ie tn am  po lic y an d th a t an v di sc us sion  
am on g go ve rn m en t off icia ls of  an  Am er ic an  eco noini c in te re st  in  Sou th ea st  As ia 
w as  glan ci ng  an d pe rf un ct or y.  In  so fa r  as ou r go ve rn m en t co nf ro nt ed  th e qu es 
tion  of  th e  American  in te re st , it  sa w  th a t in te re st  as  po lit ic al , st ra te gic  an d 
sym bolic , no t econom ic.

To  sum  up,  I wo uld  su gg es t th a t th e  p os t-w ar  A mer ican  i m pe rial  im pu lse , which  
ca me to it s  te rr ib le  cu lm in at io n in  In do ch in a,  ar os e fro m a nu m be r of  pre ss ure s 
an d te m pta ti ons—p re ss ure s an d te m pta ti ons ex er te d by th e va cu um s of  po wer  
cr ea te d by th e Secon d W or ld  W a r;  by  th e m isap pl ic at io n of  a va lid  be lie f in th e 
ne ce ss ity  of  c re ati ng  a n  in te rn ati onal st ru c tu re  i n which  th e  U ni te d S ta te s wo uld 
ac ce pt  her  fu ll glo ba l re sp onsi b il it ie s:  by  th e gr an di os e ov er -exten sion  of  Am er 
ic a’s m ission  to  up li ft  su ff er in g m an ki nd  : by  th e r ef orm is t fa it h  in  th e Amer ican  
capac ity  t o  in s tr uc t an d re bu ild o th er n a ti o n s : by  t h e  q ui te  real  men ac e of  S ta li n 
is t co m m uni sm ; by th e co un te ride ol og y of an ti- co mmun ism, per si st in g  in  ri gid  
an d abso lu ti st  fo rm  long  a ft e r th e ci rc um st an ce s th a t ha d prod uc ed  it  bad  begu n 
to  chan ge:  an d by th e  in st it u ti onali zati on  of  th e Co ld W ar , espe ciall y in th e in 
cr ea si ng ly  in flue nt ia l m il it ary  es ta bl is hm en t.
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The  fu rt h e r qu es tion  a r is e s : did  th es e div er se  fa cto rs  re nder  our invo lv em en t 
in  Vie tnam  in ev itab le ? W ere th es e fo rc es  sh ap in g o ur po licy so po w er fu l th a t an y 
adm in is tr a ti on  in  W as hi ng to n wo uld  ha ve  been comp ell ed  to  purs ue th e co ur se  
th a t wa s, in  fa ct , pur su ed ? My an sw er  to  th a t is no.  The  In do ch in a tr ag ed y wa s, 
in my ju dg m en t, th e  co nseq ue nc e of  na ti onal il lu si on s an d de lusion s, no t of  n a tion al  ne ce ss iti es . The ro ad  to  d is ast e r had  m an y tu rn in gs.

We  could , fo r ex am ple,  hav e follo we d th e  po licy rec om me nd ed  be fo re  hi s dea th  
by P re si den t Roo se ve lt an d opposed  th e  re st o ra ti on  of  Fre nc h ru le  in In do ch in a.  
We co uld ha ve  re sp on de d to  th e ap pea ls  of  IIo Ch i Minh in 1945-46 . Given th e 
ur ge nc ies in ci te d by th e  K or ea n W ar , some  m ea su re  of Amer ican  invo lvem en t in 
su pp or tin g th e Fre nch  in  th e  ea rl y  fi ft ie s w as  pr ob ab ly  hard  to  a v o id ; no r w as  
th e pr ov is ion of  econom ic ass is ta nce  to  So ut h V ie tn am  a ft e r 1954 a ne ce ss ar y ca us e of  su bs eq ue nt  d is as te r.

I do no t re ga rd  it s V ie tn am  policy as on e of  t he  Ken ne dy  a dm in is tr a ti on ’s fin es t 
ho ur s.  In  re tros pe ct , it  is c le ar th a t we all  ov er re ac te d to K hr us ch ev ’s tr ucu le nt 
speech of  Jan u a ry  1961. T his  was  th e speech  pre dic ting th e vi ct or y of  c om mun ism  
th ro ug h “w ar s of  na ti onal li ber at io n" in  th e T hir d  W or ld —the speech to  which  
th e Ken ne dy  in augura l was  es se nt ia lly an  an sw er . I t wo uld  now appea r th a t 
K hr us hc he v w as  en ga ge d in  a co m pl icat ed  m an eu ve r w ith  re gar d  to Ch ina ; bu t 
W as hi ng ton,  unaw are  o f t he  d ep th  of  t h e  S ino-So viet sp li t a t th e  t im e,  in te rp re te d  
th e spe ech has a ch al le ng e to  th e wes t. The fe el in g in W as hi ng to n th en  was  th a t 
th e nu cl ea r st an d- of f ex clud ed  th e  p os si bi li ty  of  n uc le ar w a r ; t h a t th e  w es te rn  re 
spon se  in K or ea  had  re du ce d th e ch an ce  of  lim ited  w a r ; an d th a t,  if  a so lu tio n 
co uld on ly be fo un d fo r guerr il la  w ar , a fu tu re  of  pe ac e m ig ht  be as su re d.  The re  
th us ar os e th e  cou nt er in su rg en cy  m yst iq ue—a n in te re st in g  b ut  da ng er ou s ide a an d 
one wh ich  A m er ic an s wer e not  qu al ifi ed  by hi st or y or  te m per am en t to  carr y  
th ro ug h.  A t th e sa m e tim e, th e  sh if t in  m il it ary  st ra te gy  fro m pr ed om in an t re 
lia nc e on nucl ea r wea po ns  t o ‘flex ibl e re sp on se ’ and th e co ns eq ue nt  dive rs if ic at io n 
of  ou r ar m ed  fo rces , th ou gh  in te nd ed  to  re du ce  th e ri sk  of  nucl ea r war , ha d th e 
iron ic  ef fect of  m ak in g po ss ib le m ar gin al  v en tu re s l ik e Viet na m.

I do no t reca ll,  th ou gh , an y co ck ines s or re lish  in th e Ken ne dy  W hi te  Hou se  
ab ou t get ting  invo lved  in Viet na m. Ther e w as  en ou gh  els e to  do in thos e ye ar s.  
Mo reover,  it  m us t be  remem be red th a t P re si den t Ken ne dy ’s decis ion to  send  in “advis ers ” a t th e end of  1961 w as  in  p a rt  a trad e- of f to  th e nat io nal -s ec uri ty  
bure au cr ac y fo r it s su lle n ac ce pt an ce  of  th e Ken ne dy  po licy of neu tr ali z in g  
La os , Ken ne dy  re je ct ed  th e reco m m en da tion s of  th e Tay lo r-Ros to w  re port  fo r 
American  ar m ed  in te rv en tion  in  1961. In de ed , less  th an  100 Amer ican  w er e ki lle d 
in co mba t in V ie tnam  duri ng th e en ti re  Ken ne dy  Pr es iden cy . On th e  o th er ha nd , 
he  di d ac qu iesce in 1962 in  th e de fin iti on  of  th e V ie tn am  prob lem as  p ri m ari ly  
m il it ary —a  de fin iti on  wh ich , it  sh ou ld  be ad de d,  go ve rn m en t off icia ls like  A ve re ll 
H arr im an  an d Rog er  H ilsm an  vigo ro us ly  opposed .

I t see ms  to me  fa ir ly  fr u it le ss  to  sp ec ul at e w hat wo uld  hav e ha pp en ed  had  
P re si den t Ken ne dy  liv ed . I t is im po ss ib le to  pr ed ic t w hat de ad  P re si den ts  wo uld  
do ab ou t si tu at io ns th a t ta ke  a ne w fo rm  a ft e r th e ir  de ath ; it  is  h a rd  enou gh  
to  p re d ic t w hat livi ng  P re si den ts  wi ll do ab out  such  si tu at io ns.  I su pp os e th e 
safest , gu ess as  to w hat Jo hn K en ne dy ’s wo uld  ha ve  been is to  loo k a t th e lin e 
ta ken  by hi s bro th ers  a ft e r h is  de at h.  Ther e ca n he no  qu es tio n th a t P re si den t 
Ken ne dy  ha d th e ca pac ity  to  re fu se  es ca la tion . He show ed  th a t a t th e tim e of 
th e Bay  of  Pig s an d ag ai n  a t th e  tim e of  th e Cu ba  missi le  cr is is . I kn ow  too  
th a t hi s mem ory of  V ie tn am  unde r Fre nch  ru le  mad e him  fee l th ere  were lim it s 
beyond  which  one co uld ex pa nd  a w hi te  m il it a ry  pr es en ce  w ithou t un it in g  th e 
en ergi es  of  loc al nat io nal is m  again st  th e  in tr uder.  I find  it  h a rd  to  be lie ve  th a t Vie tnam  wo uld ha ve  alt ere d  h is  p ru den t an d ra ti onal hab it s in  th e us e of 
powe r. B u t th e  qu es tion  of w hat  he  wo uld  ha ve  do ne  had  he  liv ed  re m ai ns inso luah le .

Th e mos t d is ast ro us st ep  was  th e  de cis ion in 1965 to  send  Amer ican  bo mbe rs 
to Nor th  V ie tn am  an d Amer ican  co mba t troo ps  in to  So uth Vie tnam . Di d pr ev io us  
ev en ts  le av e P re si den t Jo hn so n no a lt e rn a ti ve  h u t to  Amer ican ize th e Vie tnam  
w ar ? I do no t th in k  th a t h is to ry  is so m et icul ou sly de te rm in ed . I  be lie ve  th a t 
P re si den t Jo hn so n ge nu inely th oug ht —t ho ug h,  in  my  be lie f, m is ta ken ly —th a t 
th e  fu tu re  of  wor ld  pe ac e w as  hound up  w ith Amer ican  success in  V ie tn am : in 
ad dit io n he  foun d it  inco nc eiva ble th a t,  if  Amer ican  po wer  an d tec hn olog y w er e 
ap pl ied,  th e prob lem co uld not. he solved. Nor  wo uld  I undere st im ate  his  be lief  
th a t fa il u re  in  V ie tn am  m ig ht  le ad  to  a da ng er ou s poli tica l bac kla sh  in  Amer ica :



hi s ge ne ra tion  ha d too vivid me mo ry of  th e ca mpa ign again st  t he  T ru m an  ad m in 
is tr a ti o n  fo r ha vi ng  "l ost ” Ch ina.  B ut I do  no t be lieve  th a t an y o th er grou p in 
office in  W as hi ng to n a t th a t tim e wo uld he in el uc tabl y compe lle d to  do w ha t 
th e Jo hn so n adm in is tr a ti on  did— an y more th an  anoth er adm in is tr a ti on  in 
W as hi ng to n to da y wo uld  he in el uc tabl y comp elled  to  th e ir ra ti o n a l co ur se  
re ce nt ly  an no un ce d by P re si den t Nixon .

Let  me  de al  br ief ly with  th e co nt en tion s su bm it te d by a st u te  ob se rv er s th a t in 
som e sens e th e sy ste m—th a t is, ou r po li tico -b ur ea uc ra tic sy stem —“wor ke d” in 
th e de ve lopm en t of  Amer ican  pol icy  in  Viet na m. T his  co nt en tion  has  bee n ba sed 
on th re e prop os iti on s.

Th e fi rs t is th a t we could  no t af fo rd  to  los e in V ie tn am  be ca us e of  da ng er ou s 
re pe rc us sion s,  bo th in te rn ati onal an d do mes tic . Thi s was , it  seem s to  me, a gen
er al  moo d ra th e r th an  an  ab so lu te  po in t. P re si den t T ru m an  th ought th a t no t 
los ing  in  V ie tnam  was  w or th  the 40 per  ce nt  co st of  th e  w ar  th e U ni ted S ta te s 
was  pa yi ng  by 1951. Pre si de nt Eisen ho w er  th oug ht it  w or th  th e  80 per  ce nt  co st 
of  1954 pl us  th e  $200 mill ion per  y ea r of  m il it ar y  ai d fro m 1955 to 1901. P re si den t 
Ken ne dy  th ought it  wor th  fu rt h e r a id  pl us  th e se nd in g of  16,000 ad vi se rs . B ut  
I am  su re  th a t if  th es e P re si den ts  had  an ti c ip ate d  th a t th e  ev en tu al  co st wo uld  
be 540,000 Amer ican  tro op s in Vie tnam , $30 bi lli on  a ye ar , ex te ns iv e des tr uct io n 
an d sl aughte r an d then , in th e  end, m il it ary  st al em at e,  th ey  wou ld no t ha ve  
th ou gh t th e ga me to be w orth  th e ca nd le . The  qu es tion  of  “n ot  af fo rd in g to  lose” 
is no t an  ab so lu te  quest io n ; it  is su re ly  re la tive to  th e co sts of  pre ve nting  suc h 
loss .

Thi s le ad s to  th e sec ond pr op os iti on —th a t ou r P re si den ts  w er e ne ve r ac tu al ly  
se ek ing a m il it ar y  vi ctor y hut  a lw ay s w an te d a neg ot ia te d se tt le m en t. I am  
co nst ra in ed  to  do ub t th is . In  No ve mbe r 1961, fo r ex am ple,  th ere  were 15,000 
Viet  Cong again st  250.000 troo ps  of  th e  Sa igon  go ve rnmen t. I t m ig ht  we ll ha ve  
see me d re as on ab le —an d in de ed  did see m re as on ab le—to  su pp os e th a t ARVN, 
sti ffen ed  by Amer ican  wea po ns  an d ad vis er s,  could  de al  w ith  th is  sm al l an d 
ragg ed  op po sit ion. A ft er  al l, th e  Jo in t Chief s of  Sta ff  to ld  P re si den t Ke nn ed y 
in  th e au tu m n of  1961 th a t 40.000 Am er ic an  tro op s could  cle an  up  th e Vi et Co ng : 
an d th at,  if  th er e were N orth  V ie tnam es e plus  Ch inese in te rv en tion, 128,000 
mor e Am er ic an  troo ps  could  ta ke  ca re  of  th at .

In  1965, wh en  we  be ga n th e A m er ic an iz at io n of  th e w ar , P re sd ent Jo hn so n,  
I am  su re , could  no t conceiv e th a t,  if  we po un de d N or th  V ie tn am  long  enough , 
th er e wo uld  no t be a b re ak in g-p oin t; th a t,  if  th e  g re a te st  po wer  in th e wo rld  
ap nl ie d it se ll f,  we could  no t nai l th e coon sk in  to  th e wall . Up  ti ll  ve ry  rece nt ly , 
an d perh ap s ev en  now , th e  m il it ary  hav e con ceive d th e w ar  to  he winna ble,  in 
th e sens e of  as su ri ng  th e  su rv iv al  of a  no n-co mmun is t regi m e in Sa igo n. As  fo r 
a ne go tiat ed  se tt le m en t, th is  w as  not an  is su e fo r th e fi rs t th re e Pre si den ts  
in volv ed ; an d th e la s t tw o ha ve  no t so ug ht  a  ne go tiat ed  se tt le m en t ex ce pt  on 
te rm s th a t wo uld , in  effect, ass ure  th e  su rv iv al  of  th e Sa igon  go ve rn m en t— 
te rm s th a t th e o th er sid e wou ld  be houn d as a dus ty  an sw er  a ft e r a  ge ne ra tion  of 
st ru gg le .

The  th ir d  pr op os iti on  is  th a t our  P re si den ts  w er e not  de lude d by op tim ism an d 
did no t ex pe ct  m il it ar y  success. T hi s qu es tio n took  di ff er en t sh ap es  in  di ffer en t 
ad m in is tr a ti ons.  F o r a good de al  of  th e  tim e,  bo th  P re si den ts  E isen ho w er  an d 
Ken ne dy  su pp os ed  th a t AR VN  co uld ho ld  it s own, an d P re si den t Jo hn so n ce r
ta in ly  ex pe cted  success in  196 5-66. Mr. Gelb him se lf  has  w ri tt en , “B y mo st con
ve nt io na l st andard s— th e size  an d fir ep ow er  of  fr ie nd ly  V ie tnam es e fo rces , th e  
nu m be r of  ham le ts  pacif ied , th e  nu m ber  of  ‘fr ee  e lect ions ’ be ing he ld , th e  nu m be r 
of  Com m un is ts  ki lle d,  an d so fo rt h—r ea so nab le  me n could  an d di d th in k in ca u
tiou sl y op tim is tic te rm s. ” C er ta in ly  eac h P re si den t w as  of fered  pe ss im is tic  a dv ice , 
es pe ci al ly  by  th e CIA , but  he was  al so  of fered  ple nt y of  op tim is tic ad vi ce  too.  
The  re co rd  show s pe ss im ism  an d op tim ism so ho pe les sly  in te rm in gl ed  th a t an y 
P re si den t co uld dra w  al m os t an y co nc lusion s hi s te m pe ra m en t an d in te lli ge nc e 
en jo in ed  h im  to dr aw .

In  my  vie w th e “s ys tem ” fa il ed  di sm al ly . I t  fa iled  to pr ov id e an y sy st em at ic  
and  se riou s as se ss m en t of  Amer ican  st akes in Viet na m. I t  fa il ed  in  th e po lit ic al  
an d m il it a ry  ta cti cs it  prod uc ed . I t  fa il ed  in it s es tim at e an d fo re ca st  of  th e 
ch ara c te r of  th e pro ble m an d th e m ag nitude  of  th e  dif ficu lty . I t  fa il ed  to fo re se e 
th e acu te  in st ab il it y  of  th e  Di em  regime,  or  th e fias co of  th e st ra te g ic  ham le t 
pr og ra m , or th e  a tt acks on th e  B uddhis ts  in  1963, or th e  fu ti li ty  of  th e  bomb ing  
policy, or  th e  fa il u re  of  se ar ch -a nd -d es troy  ta ct ic s,  or  th e ca pa ci ty  of  th e  enem y, 
year a ft e r ye ar , to  re pl en ish his  losses  and en la rg e hi s ef fo rt.  I t  w as  wrong  in



believing tha t the South Vietnamese under Diem had the will to defend its el f; tha t United States pressure could introduce reform into the rigid minds of Saigon mandarins ; that,  if we pounded long and hard enough, the other side would cry uncle. It was terribly wrong in regarding  Hanoi and Viet Cong as the spearhead of Chinese aggression. The system could not even foresee developments within the Saigon regime itself. As the Pentagon study says, “The shif ts of loyalties, coups, rebellions, and major changes of public figures, often caught the Embassy by su rprise. It  had no effective system, either through overt or covert contacts, for finding out what was going on.”
The system, in short, did not offer Presidents intelligent or  useful counsel; and it reinforced and compounded illusion. In my judgment, the Vietnam adventure was marked much more by ignorance, misjudgment, muddle and (to be frank ) stupidity than it was by efficiency, foresight, awareness  and calculation.What are the lessons of Vietnam?
(1) That everything in the world is not of equal importance to us. For nearly a decade we have given too large a share of our attention  and resources to a m arginal problem on the mainland of Asia while our position has steadily  deteriorated in parts of the world fa r more vital to our national security.(2) That we cannot do everything in the world. Vietnam should teach us tha t in the last half of the 20tli century armed whi te men cannot decide the destiny of countries in the Third World. Let us hope that it will forever  chasten what your chairman has well termed the “arrogance of power.”
(3) That we cannot he the permanent guarantor o f stability in a world of turbulence and change. We must reconcile ourselves to an age of local revolution and local war in which many terrible things will take place t ha t the United States simply lacks the power to prevent or the wisdom to cure.
(4) That all problems in the world are not military problems, and that military force is not usually the most effective form of national power. So long as we continue to define world problems in milita ry terms, so long will we strengthen the influence of our own military establishment and plunge the nation into fur ther milita ry intervention. We should undertake military intervention  only (a) when the national security of the United States is direct ly and indisputably involved; (b) when the people whom we thing we are supporting display a capacity for resistance themselves; and (c) when, in addition, there are reasonable prospects for success—all conditions rejected and trampled upon by those who made American mi litary policy for Vietnam.
(5) That, if we must  fight, we must  rigorously maintain a due and rational proportion  between our means and our ends.  I do not  much like the wholesale  d istribution of moral judgments in the realm of foreign policy; but I have no doubt tha t the Indochina war became an immoral war when we began to violate the principle of proportionality, when we began to regard technology as a substitute for policy, when the means employed and the  destruction wrought grew out of any defensible relationship to the inte rests involved and the ends sought. We will have to live with the horror  of Vietnam for the rest  of our lives.
(0) That foreign policy is not the private prope rty of the executive branch of government. The Pres ident must stop making decisions of war and peace without  effective consultation with the American Congress. He must  stop withholding information about American action and policy essential to wise and informed judgment by the Congress and the e lectorate. Congress must participate, as in recent years it has sadly failed to participate, in the control both of foreign policy and of the government’s secrecy system.
Perhaps the lessons of Vietnam can best be summed up in the statement tha t President Kennedy made in November 1961—a statement which, in my belief, expressed his true  views on this matter far  more accurately than the grandiloquent rhetoric of the inaugura l address :
“We must face the fact  tha t the United States is neither  omnipotent nor omniscient—that we are only six per cent of the  world’s population—that  we cannot impose our will upon the other ninety-four per cent of mankind—that we cannot right every wrong or reverse each adversity—and tha t therefore  there cannot be an American solution to every world problem.”
The Chairman. Thank you. Dr. Schlesinger. That  is a very percep

tive and a very interesting statement. We will return to questions on it when we hear from Dr. Chomsky.
Dr. Chomsky, would you like to give us your statement at this time ?
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STATEM ENT  OE NOAM CHOMSKY, FE RRARI P. WARD PROFESSOR 
OF LIN GUISTICS , MASSACHUSETTS IN ST ITUT E OF TECHNOLOGY

Mr. Chomsky . We ll, my sta tem ent is also much  too Ion"  to  read,
I am af ra id , and I will  jus t there fore  mention a few of  the ma in 
points a nd,  i f I m ay, I would also l ike to  comm ent on some o f th e ev ents  
th at  have  tak en  place since I sub mi tted th is  sta tem ent las t week, 
which I th in k are  very  omin ous and  rel ate  to a numb er of  the  point s 
th at  I  made  in the  sta tem ent .

U .S . PO LI CY  OF  IM PO SI NG N O N -C O M M U N IS T  RE GIM E ON  V IE TN A M

Tn Septe mb er 1948, the St ate De pa rtm en t issued a pol icy  s tat em en t 
in which it defined a dilemma th at  faced U.S . pol icymakers. The U.S . 
long-term  objective was to eliminat e Comm unist influence  in In do 
china to the  m aximum exten t poss ible and br ing Indo ch ina wi thin the  
western orb it. Bu t the  sta tem en t repo rte d th at  the  Comm unists  had 
captu red con trol  of the  na tio na lis t movem ent,  t ha t Ho  C hi Minh was 
the  s trongest  and perha ps  the  ablest figu re in Indochina , and th at any  
suggested solu tion  which excludes him  is an  exp edien t of  uncerta in 
outcome. He nce  a di lemm a.

The C hairm an . W as t hat  1948 ?
Mr . Chomsky . Septe mb er 1948. I t was  in th is con tex t th at  Dean 

Acheson on May 10, 1949, cab led to Am erican  officials in  Saigo n and 
Par is  th at  “no effo rt sho uld  be sp ared ” to assu re the success of  the  
Bao  Da i gover nm ent , since  the re  appeare d to  be “no othe r a lte rnat ive 
to e stabli shme nt Commie pa tter n V iet na m.”

He  fu rther  u rged  that  thi s gov ernment should be “ trul y represen ta
tiv e even to ex ten t inclu ding  ou tst an ding  non-Commie leader s now 
su pp or tin g Ho .” Tn othe r words, he ha d fo rm ula ted  wh at has ever 
since  been the Am erican  pol icy of imposin g a n on- Comm unist  r egim e 
on V ietnam—la te r S outh Vie tnam.

ITe also said in May 1949, t hat  the Un ite d State s sho uld  recognize 
the  Fre nch-imp osed gov ern me nt as soon as circ umstan ces  perm it.

Th is dilemma  has alw ays  rem ained.  Th e Uni ted State s has  been 
com mit ted  to  a n on- Comm unist V ietnam,  by about  1960 a non-Com mu
nis t South  Vietn am , but  the wes tern  imposed regi mes were nev er able 
to compete  politi ca lly  wi th the Vie t Minh and then  wi th the  NL F.

VIE T CON G CA PT UR ED  N A TIO N A LIS T M OVE M EN T

Les lie Gelb sum marizes the sit ua tio n at the  very end of the  per iod  
cove red in the Pe ntagon  Pa pe rs  in almost the  same words  as those of 
the St ate De pa rtm en t pol icy  sta tem ent of 1948. He  says  t hat  the  V iet  
Cong hav e cap tured the na tio na lis t movement and th at  the  gover nm ent  
of  Vietn am  is in effect a gov ern me nt of Fren ch  collaborators , which 
is ou ite acc ura te.

One can tak e n ational intelli gen ce est ima tes  from th e F renc h per iod , 
fo r example, 195,3. and  int erc hange them wi th only  a few cha nges of 
nam es wi th  the ra th er  de sp airin g repo rt of Am erican  pacification 
expe rts  on, say, Decembe r 31, 1967. I  give  referen ces  in my sta tem ent .
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STRATEGY OF ANNIH IL ATIO N UN DE RTAK EN  BY U.S.  FORCES

There are a number o f consequences to this dilemma. The first con
sequence is the strategy of annihi lation  t hat  was undertaken by U.S. 
forces, in a sense, out of military necessity—that is, there was no other 
way to eliminate a powerful political force.

It  is important to bear in mind that the  main thrust of the American 
military effort has always been agains t South Vietnam, specifically 
against the rura l society of South Vietnam. Were we capable of apply
ing to ourselves the standards we r ight ly apply to others, we would 
say the  United  States  has been at war with South Vietnam, in effect. 
It  was necessary to destroy the  society, the rural society, in which the 
Communist-led revolution was rooted.

It  was necessary, as pacification adviser Robert Komer once said, 
to “gr ind the enemy down by sheer weight and mass,” bearing in mind 
tha t the enemy was in effect the rural population  of South Vietnam. 
This dilemma is the root cause of those m ilitary measures that have 
caused such revulsion in the United States  and abroad—the crop de
struct ion; the delibera te refugee generation, as suggested bv Mr. 
Komer; the Phoenix program; the destruction of v illages; the whole 
panoply of horrors that you are all familiar  with.

This political weakness of the American-imposed regime was always 
quite clearly understood by experts in and out of governments. Ber
nard  Fall  pointed out about 10 years ago that—

It  ta ke s all  the tec hn ica l prof iciency our  sys tem  can pro vid e to make up  fo r 
(he w oeful l ack of p op ular  suppo rt and po lit ica l sav vy of most of the regime s th at 
th e W est  has  th us  f a r sou ght to p rop up.

The Americans, he said, are now coming to appreciate this in South 
Vietnam.

Perhaps a more interesting example is an internal memorandum by 
John Paul  Vann who was Field Operations Coordina tor of the U.S. 
Operations  Mission at the time and has been for many years a chief 
American adviser in so-called “pacification.”

GOVERNMENT OF VIE TN AM  IIA S NO POP ULA R POLIT ICA L BASE

In this 1965 memorandum Vann states that the government of Vie t
nam has no popular political base, tha t it is oriented toward the ex
ploitation of the  rural  and lower class urban population, that it is in 
effect a continua tion of the French colonial system, tha t there is a 
social revolution underway largely identified with the National 
Liberation Fron t. And he went on to speak approvingly of this social 
revolution. From these observations, which I  believe were quite accu
rate, he drew the conclusion tha t the U.S. must take over and impose 
a non-Communist regime.

One could add many other sources in and out of the Pentagon 
Papers. Time being short, T will not,

The fact of the matter  is, the “Government of Vietnam” was never 
able to compete politically. It  always recognized th is: American ad
visers always understood this. If  we look at its composition we can 
see why i t cannot compete politically today. Thieu, Ivy and Khiem,
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like most of the ARVN top command, served with the French in the 
battle against the independence of their own country. This is in effect 
a Quisling regime: it is a regime of the wealthy and the corrupt:  no 
one will fight for it. The ARVN collapse last week is a good example. 

U.S . OPP OSI TI ON TO PO LI TIC AL SETTLEM EN T

A fur ther  consequence of the dilemma noted in 1948 is that  the 
United States has always opposed a political settlement in South 
Vietnam, or in Vietnam altogether.

The Communist strategy, as clearly specified in the Pentagon  Pape rs 
record bv American intelligence and many others, has always been in 
South Vietnam a strategy of neutralism, a coalition regime with Com
munist partic ipation in which they felt quite confident they could 
come out on top—perhaps correctly. The U.S. has always regarded this 
as a trap , just as the State Department in 1961 described the all V iet
nam elections provision of the Geneva Accords as a “well-laid tra p” 
that the U.S.-backed regime was able to evade.

Communist participation , it was always assumed, would lead to a 
Communist takeover. The reason, often unspoken, sometimes said ex
plicitly. is, of course, the political strength of the National Liberation 
Front as opposed to the western-imposed regimes.

Jus t today, May 10,1 notice in the newspapers that Henry Kissinger, 
with characteristic clarity, has made in effect exactly the same point 
in a news conference yesterday. He  said, according to the correspond
ent’s report, that the formation of what in effect, if not name, would 
b e  a coalition government in Saigon was proposed by the other side, 
then following it, a ceasefire, then negotiations to give a final political 
solution, with the Provisional Revolutionary Government.

Quoting Mr. Kissinger:
“T hat is  w ha t we  ha ve  re je ct ed . T h a t is w hat  we  ca ll th e im po sit ion,  unde r 

th e  th in nest  ve ne er  of  a Com mun ist  go ve rn m en t . . . T h a t is  th e on ly issu e on 
which  n eg ot ia tion s ha ve  b roke n down .

Assuming the quotes to be accurate, th is is simply a very clear and 
explicit statement of the refusal of political accommodation which 
has always been a main feature  of American policy, for perfectly 
obvious reasons.

In November. 1964. Ambassador Maxwell Taylor argued that even 
if we could establish an effective regime in Saigon, to attain Amer
ican objectives, i t would not suffice to “drive the DRV (Democratic 
Republic of Vietnam) out of its reinforc ing role.” Rather , he said, 
we will not succeed unless we also “obtain it s cooperation in bringing  
an end to the Viet Cong insurgency.” We must, he said, “persuade 
or force the DRV to stop its aid to the Viet Cong and to use its direc
tive powers to make the Viet Cong desist . . .”

If  we replace the phrase “DRV ” by the phrase “USSR” in tha t 
statement, you have in effect the Nixon-Kissinger diplomacy of today.

PA RA LL EL  BETW EE N 1 9 6 5  AN D 1 9 7 2

In 1965 the indigenous National Liberation  Front had won: there
fore. the United States shifted to a larger war. It  undertook the 
bombing of all the Vietnam, primarily South Vietnam. It  invaded
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South  V ietnam  to  dest roy  th e force s o f th e Na tio na l Libe rat ion  F ro nt . 
It s  effor t, according  to Am bas sad or Ta ylor  and many oth ers , was to 
tr y  to forc e the DR V to mak e the  Viet Con g desi st. In ste ad , as we 
know , we drew the DRV  in to  the  war. Well , th at  was 1965.

In  1972 there was a rem ark able pa ra lle l. Ag ain , the  enemy, in thi s 
case—a fter  the  7 years  of  Am erican  invasion—the  DR V and the  
PR G, th e “ enemy,” ha s a pp aren tly  won once a ga in and Nixon is a ga in 
sh if ting  to a sti ll broader, global co nf rontat ion in which he hopes  
to pre vail. li e  wants  the U.S .S.R. to sto p su pp or tin g the  DR V and  

a the PR G, to coo perate  wi th him  to impose ce rta in  constra int s on the
DR V, as Mr. Ki ss ing er suggested  yeste rday , to pe rm it him in sho rt 
to  achieve his objective of  a non -Com mu nis t South  Vie tnam, the U.S . 
object ive  since  the  1940’s;  and it appe ars th at  he is wi llin g to risk  

, nucle ar war to  ach ieve th is goal.
W he the r the  U.S .S.R.  and China  will  coo perate  or  wh eth er they 

will  respond as the DR V did  in 1965, I.  of course, cannot  pre dic t. 
Nor can  one pred ict  wh eth er  an othe r U.S . Ad minist ra tio n will in 
ten sif y the  destruc tio n of  Indo ch ina wi th in  t he con tex t of a wide ned,  
he igh ten ed c on fro ntat ion,  as was the case in 1965.

CO NS EQ UE NC ES  OF PO LI TIC AL W EAKNES S OF U .S . PO SI TI ON IN  V IE TNAM

Th e tr ea t of  nucle ar wa r has alw ays  been inh ere nt in the  logic  of 
the  American pos itio n in  V ietn am. The politi ca l weakness of the A me r
ican-im posed regi mes forced  us conti nually to widen and  int ensify 
the  confl ict wi th  risks th at  were alw ays  appre cia ted .

To  give a few  examples, on Novemb er 8, 1964, in  the  midst  of  the 
plan ning  fo r the escala tion of  the  fol low ing  Fe br ua ry , a NS C (N a
tio na l Security  Cou nci l) wo rki ng  grou p concluded th at  the  com mit
me nt to maintain a non -Co mm unist So uth Vietn am  would involve 
hi gh  ris k of a majo r conf lict in Asi a, alm ost  ine vit ab ly lea din g to a 
Korea-sca le grou nd  act ion  and possibly the  use by the Un ite d State s 
of nucle ar weapons.

Ab out a ye ar  lat er , Dec emb er 1965, th e intelli gen ce com munity  es
tim ated  at  alm ost  50-50  the  prob ab ili ty  th at  China  wou ld inte rvene 
if  t he  wa r was signif ica ntly esca lated. I t  r ecom mended bom bing esca- 

f lat ion , wi th the except ion  of St at e’s IN R.  The int erv entio n of  China
was always  understood as the tr ig ge r fo r nucle ar war . Of  course, 
I do n't  know wh at  is ha pp en ing now bu t I  wou ld suppose th at  in te l
ligen ce is es tim at ing th e risk of  nucle ar wa r tod ay  as being sub stan- 

► tia l, exa ctly  as it  did  du ring  the  miss ile cri sis  o f 1962 where the  risk s
of  nuc lea r w ar,  a cco rding  to  repor ts by Theod ore  Soren sen a nd  others, 
were e stim ated as bei ng a th ird  to a half .

Even if  the prese nt sit ua tio n stab ilizes shor t of an in ter na tio na l 
war, we will be driv en  to t he  same co nfrontati on  ag ain  an d a gain.  Dean 
Acheson  poin ted  ou t ye ars  ago,  in  1950, th at  the Fr en ch  must  overcome 
the opp osi tion of  the ind igenou s popu lat ion . Litt le  h as cha nged since 
the n, ap ar t fro m the  level o f dest ruc tion and the dang er  of  grea t power 
conflict.

Th ere  a re fu rther  consequences of the  politi ca l weakness of  th e U.S . 
position in Vietnam . One is the long and depre ssing record  of deceit . 
Dea n Acheson was forced  to tr y  to prese nt the  Viet Minh as aggre s
sors,  as age nts  of  an inte i na tio na l con spiracy, and to claim th at  the
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French and the Bao Dai regime were defending the terr itori al integ
rity  of Indochina.

In one form or another, we have been hearing the same kind of 
story ever since. I  need not review the sorry record. Some detail s are 
in my s tatement, including examples of what I take to be some very 
serious misrepresentations before this committee with regard to DRV 
troops in South Vietnam.

A fur ther consequence of the weakness of the American political 
position has been the contempt for American legal obligations and, 
again, I give a series of examples through the 1950’s and 1960's in my 
statement and I will omit them in the interest of time.

PO SI TI ONS IN  DE BA TE OVER WAR

To a large extent, the debate over the war counterposes the opti
mists, who believe tha t with persistence we can win, to the pessimists, 
who argue that  the U.S. cannot, at reasonable cost, guarantee the rule 
of the regime of its choice in South Vietnam. This opposition between 
the optimists and the pessimists appears as well in the first of the 
Nixon-Kissinger papers released by the Washington Post a few days 
ago. The optimists  felt tha t we could win in 8.3 years from early 1968; 
and the  pessimists felt tha t it would take, I believe, 13.4 years to beat 
the Vietnamese into submission.

There is a third  position which, unfortunately, is bare ly represented 
in policy making so far  as the documentary record indicates, namely, 
tha t the U.S. executive should abide by the supreme law of the  land 
and refrain from forceful intervention in the internal affairs of others.

OB LIGA TION S OF  U .S . UNDER U .N . CH AR TE R

It  appears  that  successive administrations believed that Vietnam was 
the victim of a Kremlin-directed conspiracy in 1949 and 1950, tha t 
there was aggression from the north a decade later, and so on. They 
had the legal author ity to express these beliefs and to appeal to the 
Security Council of the U.N. to determine the existence of a threa t to 
peace. That they did not do so is self-explanatory. Internal  documents 
now make it  evident they never intended to live up to the obligations 
of the U.S. under the U.N. charter.

The U.S. executive had no authority  to back French colonialism, 
to impose a te rrorist ic regime, or even a benevolent democracy, on the 
South Vietnamese, to engage in clandestine war throughout  Indo
china, or to carry out a fullscale invasion of South Vietnam in 1965, 
demolishing the peasant society, or to wipe out the Plain of J ars  and 
much of rural Cambodia under President  Nixon, or to bomb Hai
phong, or to carry out any of the  other actions that have led to mass 
revulsion in this country  and throughout much of the world.

Ila d the U.S. executive been strict ly bound by its legal obligations, 
which, in my opinion, do express reasonable principles of international 
behavior, we would never have found ourselves in the Indochina war.

U .S . PU R SU IT  OF  PE RC EIVE D SELF-IN TER EST

Well, I would like to make a few comments on the question of why 
the U.S. became so deeply engaged in this war, particularly in the 
earlie r period.
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I think  tha t by 1965, as John McNaughton once said at tha t time, 
the question becomes academic; we were there. Period. We had to win. 
But in the early period the documentary record now available in the 
Pentagon papers, particularly  books 8 through 10 of the Government 
edition of the Pentagon papers, presents a fairly explicit, rather de
tailed account of rational, i f cynical, pu rsuit  of perceived self-interest. 
The s traight forward major argument, continually reiterated, is that 
the United States has strategic  and economic interests in Southeast 
Asia th at must be secured; holding Indochina  is essential for securing 
these interes ts; therefore, we must hold Indochina.

A critical consideration throughout—this, incidentally, runs 
throughout the midsixties—was J apa n, which will eventually accom
modate to the “Soviet bloc” if Southeas t Asia is lost.

In effect, then, the United States would have lost the Pacific phase 
of World War II , which was fought, in part , to  prevent Japan from 
constructing a closed “co-prosperity  sphere” in Asia from which the 
United  States would be excluded. The theoretical  framework for these 
considerations was the so-called domino theory which was formulated 
quite clearly before the Korean war, as was the decision to support 
French colonialism.

DOMIN O THEORY  AND “ IDEOLOGICAL EX PA NS ION”

It  is fashionable today to deride the domino theory, but in fact it 
contains an important kernel of plausibili ty, perhaps truth. National 
independence and revolutionary social change, if  successful, may very 
well be contagious. The danger is what W alt Rostow, writing in 1955, 
called the “ideological thre at,” specifically, “the possibility tha t the 
Chinese Communists can prove to Asians by progress in China tha t 
the Communist methods are better and faster  than democratic methods”—An  American Policy  in Asia, page 7.

Similar fears were expressed by the State Department and the J oin t 
Chiefs of Staff in 1959—Government edition of the Pentagon papers, 
X, 1198, 1213, 1226. State  therefore urged tha t the United  States do what it can to retard the economic progress of the Communist Asian  
states, a decision which, I  believe, is quite remarkable  in its cruelty.

A similar concern for Chinese “ideological expansion” was expressed in the planning  for escalation in the fall of 1964. Fear was expressed 
tha t the rot would spread over mainland  Southeast Asia, and tha t 
Thailand—always “the second line of defense” ever since the deep 
American involvement there star ting  in 1948—that it would accom
modate to Communist China “even without any marked military move by Communist China.” The “rot” in these cases is surely the ideologi
cal threat. It  was, I assume, not expected tha t IIo  Chi Minh would sail 
to Indonesia, let alone Hawaii. Recall tha t in this period there was much talk of a competition between the Chinese and the Ind ian models 
of development. In this context, fear of Chinese “ideological expan
sion” gave substance to the domino theory, quite apart from any spec
ulation about Chinese aggression or about Kremlin-di rected conspira 
cies carried out by the Viet Minh, as expressed in the National Security 
Council statements and elsewhere in the late forties.

It  is interesting tha t the domino theory was never seriously chal
lenged in the available record, though its more fantastic formulat ions were discounted. Rather, there was debate about timing and probabil-
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itv. The reason, I take it, is tha t stripped of fantasies, the doctrine  was 
not implausible. Successful social and economic development in a un i
fied Vietnam, Communist-led on the Chinese model, might well have 
posed a “thre at” to other developing countries, in tha t peasant-based 
revolutionary movements wi thin them might have been led to follow 
this model instead of relying on the industrial powers and adapting 
thei r pattern of development to the needs and interests of the indus
trial powers. This might very well have led to Japanese moves to 
accommodate in some fashion to the  closed societies of Ea st Asia, with 
a possible impact on India,  ultimate ly even the Middle East,  as the 
domino theory pos tula ted: not by invasion, which was most unlikely, 
but by “ ideological expansion,” which was not so improbable.

VIETNAM TEST CASE IN  KEN NEDY PERIOD

In the Kennedy period, Vietnam was elevated to the s tatus of a test 
case and, I  th ink it is fa ir to say, a degree of hysteria  was introduced 
into planning. But, nevertheless, the ra tional core of policymaking re
mained. Developing nations must be taug ht a lesson: they must ob
serve the rules and not undertake  national  liberation on the do-it-your
self Chinese model, with  mass mobilization of the population  and a 
focus on internal needs and resources.

U.S. INTERPRETATION OF U.S. MOTIVES

The documentation for the pre-Kennedy period, I  th ink, gives very 
substantial support to this U.S. interpreta tion of U.S. motives. I  will 
cite one case: NSC 48/1, December, 1949. It  warned tha t Southeast 
Asia “is the ta rget  of a coordinated offensive directed by the Kremlin” 
this is stated, is now clear. (We know from other records in the Pen ta
gon Papers that, they couldn’t produce a particle of evidence for it.) 
The industrial plan t of Jap an  and such strategic materials as Indo 
nesian oil must be denied to  the “Sta linist  bloc,” which might other
wise a ttain global dominance; they must be kept in the  western orbit . 
Japan is the crucial prize in  East Asia. Communist pressure on Jap an 
will mount, because of proximity, the indigenous Japanese Communist 
movement which might be able to exploit cultural factors and 
economic hardship, and “the potential of Communist China as a source 
of raw materials v ital to Jap an  and a market for its  goods.” Jap an re
quires Asian food, raw materials, and markets; the United States 
should encourage “a considerable increase in southern Asiastic food 
and raw material exports” to avoid “preponderan t dependence on 
Chinese sources.” Analogous considerations hold of India . Furth er
more these markets and sources of raw materials should be developed 
for U.S. purposes. “Some kind of regional association . . . among the 
non-Communist countries of Asia might become an impor tant means 
of developing a favorable atmosphere for such trade  among ourselves 
and with other parts of the world.”

The general lines of this analysis persist in the following years. As 
John F. Kennedy once said in 1956, Vietnam is “the  keystone to the 
arch, the finger in the dike,” terminology quite characteris tic of tha t 
period. li e also spoke of the political liberty of South Vietnam which 
was such an inspira tion to other peoples in Asia and other peoples of 
the world, also in terms characteristic  of that period.

I
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DIST INGUISHING BETWEEN TWO KINDS OF ANT I-CO MMUNISM

I t  is oft en  arg ued th at  U.S . in ter ve nt ion was mo tivate d by bl ind  
ant i-Communism and othe r err ors. I t  is necessa ry, however , to dis
tin gu ish  between two  ki nds of “an ti-C om mu nism.”

Op posit ion  to ind ige nous m ovem ents  in Asia th at  m ight  pursu e the 
Chinese model of  dev elopment—th is  cannot prop er ly  be call ed bl ind  
an ti-Co mm un ism ; ra th er , it is quite  ra tio na l imperia lism which seeks 
to preven t any nibb lin g awa y at  a rea s th at  p rov ide  the wes tern  i nd us 
tr ia l pow ers and Ja pan  wi th fre e access to  ma rke ts,  raw  mate ria ls,  a 
cheap lab or  force, the  possibil ity  fo r ex po rt of  po llu tio n and op po r
tunit ies  fo r investm ent .

From  the late fo rti es  thes e were  very ex pli cit  un de rst an ding s and 
» policies  in Na tio na l Se cu rity Cou ncil  and othe r ana lyse s and they re 

main so thr ou gh ou t.
On the  oth er ha nd , say , as in NS C 48/1  of  1949, the  refe rence to  a 

coord ina ted  offensive dir ec ted  bv the  Kr em lin  ag ain st South east Asia,  
with the V iet  M inh  as its  ag ent , is  indeed b lin d an ti-Co mm un ism ; th at  
is to say,  pu re  ideology beyond  the reach of  evidence bu t ext rem ely  
useful as a pr op ag an da  device  to  ra lly  dom estic su pp or t fo r mili ta ry  
int erv en tio n ag ains t ind igenous Comm unist- led  movemen ts. The Ru s
sians behave  no dif fer en tly  when they  inv ade Czechos lovakia. They 
sta te— fo r all I  kno w even believe—t hat  the y are  doing  so to prote ct  
the  Czech people fro m the ma china tions  o f Wall  St reet , th e CI A, and 
the West  Ge rm an agg ress ors.  In  fac t, the y are  s eeking to  preserv e the  
Russi an em pir e fr om  eros ion fro m wi thin.

Th e rec ord  makes cle ar th at  the  U ni ted State s did  n ot  enter  th e In 
doc hina war  because it  h ad  disc overed the  Viet Minh to be Russi an or 
Chin ese agents . N or  did i t rep ea ted ly escala te thi s w ar because i t f ound  
th at  the N LF was a pup pe t o f th e N or th—C hin a, o r Moscow. Q uit e the 
oppos ite was tru e. F ir st  came the  int ervent ion , fo r en tir ely dif ferent  
reasons, and  then  the effo rt to establish the dependence an d con tro l 
th at  was req uir ed  fo r prop ag an da  pur poses  an d also, I  presum e, fo r 
the se lf-image o f th e polic ymake rs.

I t is, af te r all,  p syc holog ica lly  m uch  easier to  destroy  a gents  of  C hi 
nese agg ression t ha n those who h ad  ca ptured  th e n at iona lis t m ovem ent i of  Vie tnam.

One  form  o f a nti -Com mu nism mo tiv ate d U .S.  intervent ion  : nam ely , 
opp osi tion to ind ige nous Comm unist- led  movements, un de r the as
sum ptions o f the dom ino theory .

* A second form  of  anti-C om mu nism was  invoke d to ju st ify th e in 
ter venti on , publi cly  an d in te rn al ly : fear  of  a Kr em lin -dire cte d con
spira cy  or Chine se agg ression—a s far as we kno w, the  figm ent  of i mag 
ina tion.

Much the same ha s been true  els ew here: fo r exa mple, in Greece in 
the  midforti es  and in th e C aribbean , repeatedly .

FAILURE TO RELATE VIETNAM POLICY TO DEVELOPMENTS ELSEWHERE

A ser ious defec t of  the Pe ntagon  stu dy , inhe rent  in Se cretary  Mc
Nam ara’s gu ide lines,  is its  fa ilu re  t o rel ate  U .S.  pol icy  in Vi etn am  to  
develop men ts elsewhere, even in So utheast Asi a. H ad  the histo ria ns  
been able  to  s pre ad  a som ewh at w ide r net,  they  wo uld  have discovered,
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for example, that the domino theory was expressed by Secretary of 
State Marshal l with regard  to Greece in 1947; in th is case, the Middle 
Eastern countries, not Ja pan  and Indonesia, were the far the r dominoes 
tha t concerned him. They would also have discovered in trigu ing simi
larities between U.S. intervention in Indochina  and in Korea from 
1945-1950. They might have noted tha t the U.S. escalation of clandes
tine activities in Vietnam and Laos in late 1903 and 1964 apparently 
coincided with a similar escalation of attacks on Cambodia by the 
Khmer Serei, trained and equipped by the U.S. Special Forces and 
the CIA.

They would have observed tha t from 1948 the United States was 
deeply involved in Thai affairs, supporting a corrupt and at times sav
age military dictatorship,  at first under a Japanese collaborator.

They would have determined, in short, tha t the United States has 
not been a confused victim of events, but  an active agent, pursuing 
policies tha t fell within a rather coherent global str ate gy : to carve 
out and stabilize a system of open societies, societies in which, in 
parti cular, U.S. capital can operate more or less freely. Though this 
is f ar  from the sole operative factor in U.S. policy, sti ll it is surely 
the beginning  of wisdom to recognize its crucial role.

LESSON OF PEN TAG ON HIS TORY

At one crucial point in the plann ing to escalate the war in 1964, 
William Bundy raised the question whether it would be possible to 
carry  ou t the preferred escalatory option “under the klieg l ights of a 
democracy.” I  think  he is quite righ t to raise this question, though 
not exactly for the reasons he gave. Secrecy and deceit a re essential 
components of aggression. The visibility of the American war of a n
nihilat ion in South Vietnam was undobtedly a factor  in tu rnin g much 
of the populat ion to protes t and resistance, much to the credit  of Amer
ican society. The social costs of empire, in a healthy democracy, would 
impede imperial planners. But  a system of centralized power, in
sulated from public scrutiny  and operat ing in secret, possessing vast 
means of destruction and hampered by few constraints will natura lly 
tend to commit aggression and atrocities. Tha t is the primary lesson 
of the  Pentagon his tory, to my mind, although I  think we hardly need 
this valuable and illuminating record to establish the fact.

Wha t is worse, I th ink very little has changed. Even many opponents 
of tlie war pretend to themselves tha t others are to blame for  the catas
troph e of Vietnam. In a strong editorial statement against  the war, 
the New York Times last Sunday s tates:

This  is not to say th at  Americans, includ ing the  political and mili tary  com
mands and  the  GI’s themselves, did not  originally  conceive their  role quite 
hones tly as that  of libe rato rs and allie s in the  cause of f ree dom; but such idea l
istic  motives had litt le chance to prevail aga inst  local lead ers skilled  in the  ar t 
of man ipulating  their foreign protectors . May 7,1972.

Once again we have the image of the American political leadership, 
noble and virtuous, bewildered and victimized, but not responsible, 
never responsible for what i t has  done. The corruption of the inte llect 
and the moral cowardice revealed by such statements defy comment.

Whether the U.S. will withdraw from Vietnam short of true geno
cide and perhaps even the serious threat  of interna tional  war is, I  am



afraid, an open question. There is, un fortunately,  sufficient reason to 
suppose tha t the same grim story will be reenacted elsewhere.

(Dr. Chomsky's prepared s tatement  follows:)
Prepared Statement of Noam Chom sky  on the Origin s of th e Vietnam War

Reviewing the record of American intervention in Indochina, one cannot fail to be struck by the continuity of basic assumptions through successive administrations. Never has there been the slightest deviation from the principle t hat  a non-Communist regime must be imposed and defended, regardless of popular sentiment. The scope of the principle was narrowed when it was conceded, by about I960, tha t North Vietnam was irretrievably “lost”. Otherwise, the principle has been maintained without equivocation. Given thi s principle, the strength of the Vietnamese resistance, the military power available to the United States and the lack of effective constraints, one can deduce with precision the strategy of annihilation th at was gradually undertaken.
On May 10, 1949 Dean Acheson informed U.S. officials in Saigon and Paris t hat  “no effffort [should] be spared” to assure the success of the Bao Dai government, since there  appeared to be “no other alternative to establ ishm ent] Commie patte rn Vietnam”. lie  further  urged tha t this government should be “truly representative even to extent including outstanding non-Commie leaders now supporting Ho”. A State Department policy statement of the preceding September had noted tha t the Communists under Ho Chi Minh had “captur[ed ] control of the nationalist movement”, thus impeding the “long-term objective” of the United States, “to eliminate so far  as possible Communist influence in Indochina”. We a re unable to suggest any practicable solution to the French, the report continued, “as  we are all too well aware of the unpleasan t fact tha t Communist Ho Chi Minh is the strongest and perhaps the ablest figure in Indochina and tha t any suggested solution which excludes him is an expedient of uncertain outcome.” But to Acheson, Ho’s popularity and ability were of no greater  moment than his nationalis t credentials : "Question whether Ho as much nationalist as Commie is irrelevan t.”
In May 1967, John McNaughton presented a memorandum which the Pentagon historian takes to imply a significant modification of policy towards a more limited and conciliatory stance. The Saigon government, he urged, should be moved “to reach an accommodation with the non-Communist South Vietnamese who a re under the  VC banner ; to accept them as members of an opposition political party, and, if necessary, to accept their  individual participation in the national government . . .” (Gravel Edition, Pentagon Papers, vol. IV, p. 489). Exactly Ache- son’s proposal of 18 years earlier, restricted now to South Vietnam.In a summary of the situation after the Tet offensive of 1968, the director of the Pentagon Study asks whether the U.S. can “overcome the apparent fact tha t the Viet Cong have ‘captured’ the Vietnamese nationalist movement while the GVN has become the refuge of Vietnamese who were allied with the French in the battle agains t the independence of their  nation?” (ii, 414). His question expressed the dilemma of the State Department  20 years before, and properly so. The bi- ogrophies of Tliieu, Ky and Khiem indicate the continuity of policy ; all served with the French forces, as did most of the  top ARVN officers. “Studies of peasant attitudes  conducted in recent years have demonstrated tha t for many, the struggle which began in 1945 agains t colonialism continued uninterrupted throughout Diem's regime : in 1954, the foes of nationalists  were transformed from France and Bao Dai, to Diem and the U.S. . . . but the issues at stake never changed” (I, 295). Correspondingly, the Pentagon considered its problem to be to “deter the Viet Cong (formerly called Viet Minh)”—May, 1959. The Tliieu regime today has a power base remarkably like Diem’s, and substantia l segments of the urban intelligentsia—“the people who count,” as Ambassador Lodge once put it (II,  738)—now speak out aga inst U.S. intervention.
An NIE of June, 1953 discussed the gloomy prospects for the “Vietnamese government” given “the failure of Vietnamese to rally to [i t]”, the fact tha t the population assist the Viet Minh more than the French, the inability of “the Vietnam leadersh ip” to mobilize popular energy and resources, and so on (I, 391f). With hardly more than a change of names, th is analysis might be in terchanged with the despairing report from MACCORDS on December 31, 1967, deploring the corruption of the GVN, the ever-widening gap between the people and the GVN, and its growing weakness. With these words, the record of U.S.- GVN relations ends (II,  406-7).
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One may, perhaps, argue tha t the popular mood counts for less than in earlier  
years, now tha t the U.S. has succeeded, partia lly at least, in “grinding the enemy 
down by sheer weight and mass” (Robert Kom er; 11, 5(5 ), and now tha t North 
Vietnamese forces have increasingly been drawn into the war, as a direct and 
always anticipa ted consequence of American escalation, so tha t the American 
war against the rural society of South Vietnam now increasingly takes on some
thing of the aspect of a regional conflict, as had been alleged in Administra
tion propaganda—quite falsely—many years earlier.

The President states tha t “The Communists have fa iled in their  efforts to win 
over the people of South Vietnam politically” (April 26, 1972). That  is quite 
true, lie  did not add, however, tha t these efforts were blocked by American 
force. Because the Communists appeared capable of gaining a political victory, 
the Diem regime could not tolera te democratic structures  in 1954 (as Joseph 
Buttinger, for one, has pointed out) and was forced to resort  to violence and 
repression; U.S. troops were introduced in support of combat operations in the 
early 1960's; further  escalation was planned in 1964; the U.S. sought to avoid 
“premature negotiations” until the enemy had been destroyed by force; all of 
Vietnam was subjected to massive bombardment, and the South, to a direct 
American invasion, in early 1965. The programs of deliberate refugee genera
tion (as advocated explicitly by Robert Komer; IV, 441), the destruction  of the 
rural society, the Phoenix program of assassination and terror—all were under
taken to overcome the “clear and growing lack of legitimacy of the GVN”, a 
constant refra in in the documentary record, and to prevent a Communist polit
ical victory. The refusal to accept a political accommodation in the South today 
derives from the same consideration. It  must be emphasized t ha t this is the cen
tra l issue standing in the way of a negotiated settlement, as it has been 
throughout.

On January 6, 1965 William Bundy wrote tha t “the situation in Vietnam is 
now likely to come ap art  more rapidly than we had anticipa ted in November . . . 
the most likely form of coming apa rt would be a government of key groups 
start ing to negotiate covertly with the Liberation front or Hanoi,” soon asking 
“tha t we get out”. The preceding August, Ambassador Taylor had explained 
Communist str ate gy : “to seek a political settlement favorable to the Commu
nists”, passing through neutralism to “the technique of a coalition government” 
(II I, 531). Intelligence concurred, estimating tha t “it was the Communist in
tention to seek victory through a ‘neut ralis t coalition’ rath er than by force of 
arms” (II I, 207; analy st). The President, in March, 1964, had warned Ambassa
dor Lodge to “knock . . . down the idea of neutralization wherever it rears  its 
ugly head”. Neutralism, as Ambassador Taylor noted, “appeared to mean throw
ing the internal political situation open and thus inviting Communist partic ipa
tion” (II I, 675), for obvious reasons an intolerable prospect.

The dilemma noted in 1948 was never resolved. The politica l weakness of the 
U.S.-imposed regimes—Quisling regimes, in effect—forced the U.S. to take over 
the war and ultimately to devasta te the rural society. On occasion, it was difficult 
even to obtain formal GVN author ization  for U.S. escalation. At one crucial 
moment, the new program of escalation of February , 1965 was received “with 
enthusiasm” by Ambassador Taylor, who then  “explained the difficulties he faced 
in obtaining authent ic GVN concurrence ‘in the condition of virtual non-govern
ment’ which existed in Saigon at th at moment” ( II I, 323).

The problem was always understood by experts on the scene. John Paul Vann, 
USOM Field Operations Coordinator, circulated a report in 1965 based on the 
premise tha t a social revolution was in process in South Vietnam “primarily 
identified with the National Liberation Front” and tha t “a popular political 
base for the Government of South Vietnam does not now exist”. The U.S. must 
therefore take over. In the early 1960’s Bernard Fall w rote:

Why is it tha t we must use top-notch elite forces, the cream of the crop of 
American, British, French, or Australian commando and special warfare schools; 
armed with the very best that advanced technology can provide; to defeat Viet- 
Minh Algerians, or Malady “CT’s” [Chinese terror ists] , almost none of whom can 
lay claim to simila r expert training and only in the rarest of cases to equality in 
fire power?

The answer  is very simple: It  takes all the technical proficiency our system 
can provide to  make up for the woeful lack of popular support and political savvy 
of most of the regimes tha t the West has  thus far  sought to prop up. The Ameri-
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ca ns  who ar e now fightin g in South  Vie t-Nam have  come to ap pr ec ia te  th is  fa ct  
ou t of  firs t-hand experie nce . (S tr ee t W ith ou t Joy, 1964, p. 372.)

A dec ade  la te r, the  sam e an alys is  holds. Th ere is every rea son to suppos e th a t 
it  w ill cont inu e to  app ly in the fut ur e,  an d no t on ly in So uthe as t Asia.

Th e majo r prem ise  of th e Am erican  in te rv en tio n ha s alway s been th a t we  
mus t “build a na tion ” in th e South  to coun ter the Comm unist Vie tnamese, who 
seem ed to be alo ne  in th ei r ab ili ty  to  mob ilize the populat ion . The enemy ha s 
fou nd “a dangero usly clever  st ra tegy  for lickin g th e Un ited St at es ”, th e di rector  
of Sys tem s An aly sis  wa rned . “Unles s we reco gnize an d coun ter it  now, th a t 
st ra tegy  may  become al l too po pu lar  in th e fu tu re ” (IV , 466).  The st ra tegy  wa s 
to wag e a war  of na tio na l lib er at ion based on th e as pi ra tio ns  of th e Vietnamese  
pe as an ts for inde pen den ce an d soc ial jus tic e.

Th e ou tside  pow er was never abl e to compete.  The U.S. could maim an d kill , 
dr ive  pe asan ts from th ei r home s, destroy  th e coun try sid e an d org ani zed  soc ial 
life,  bu t no t “bu ild  a na tion ” in the  app rov ed image. We  h ad  take n on a soci ety  
th at wa s simply  no t fit fo r dom ina tion. Th ere fore,  it  ha d to be des troyed . Th is 
was worse  th an  a crim e, it  was a blu nde r, as  th e re al ist ic  ex pe rts  now  soberly  
exp lain.

Am eric an am bassa do rs proposed th a t the  U.S. sho uld  influence th e GVN to 
ad op t a pro gra m “to give  th e new gov ern me nt an ide al ist ic  appeal or phi losoph y 
which  wil l com pete  with  th a t dec lared by th e VC” (Bun ke r, Aug ust,  1967; II , 
403),  or to “S at ur at e the  min ds of the  peop le with  some soc ially conscio us and  
at tr ac tive  ideology, wh ich  is sus cep tib le of being ca rr ied ou t” (Lod ge ; mid-1964, 
II , 530). Somehow, these con cep ts nev er succeeded  in overcoming th e “ide ali sti c 
ap pe al” of the N LF  in  r ura l Vien am.

Fa ili ng  to sa tu ra te  the min ds of the peop le with  a suff iciently  at tr ac tive ideol
ogy, the  Ad minist ra tio n tu rn ed  to th e easie r ta sk  of sa tu ra ting  the coun try  with  
tro ops an d bomb s and de folia nts . A St ate De pa rtm en t pa pe r observed th a t “S at 
ur at io n bombing  by ar ti ller y and ai rs tr ik es  . . .  is an  ac cep ted  tac tic , and  th er e is 
pro bab ly no pro vin ce wh ere th is tact ic  has not  been wid ely  employed” (en d of 
1966; IV, 39S).  The only  obj ect ion  rai sed is th a t it might be mor e*prof itab le to 
place gr ea te r em phasi s on winn ing  sup po rt fo r th e Saigon regim e. Tha t U.S. force 
should  be dev oted to winn ing  supp or t fo r its  cre ation , th e Saigon regime,  ap 
pa rent ly  seemed no more str an ge  to  the  au th or  of th is  statem en t than  th at  the  
U.S. sho uld  be con ducting s at ur at io n bombing  o f al l provinces  in South  Vie tnam.

Th e main th ru st  of th e Am erican  war  has been ag ai ns t the  p opula tion of South  
Vie tnam, fro m th e ea rly  1960’s, and wi th a va st  increase  in 1965 when a vi rtua l 
occupy ing army  wa s deployed  and the “bas ic st ra tegy  of pu ni tiv e bom bing” was 
in iti at ed  in the  South  (W estmo reland. March , 1965; II I,  464). It  is reve ali ng  to 
inv es tig ate th e dec ision to un de rta ke  the ma ssi ve  ai r at ta ck  on Sou th Vie tnam. 
“It  take s tim e to mak e hard dec isio ns,” McNaugh ton  w ro te : “I t took us alm ost  
a ye ar  to make th e dec isio n to bomb No rth  Vi etn am ” (IV , 48) . The deci sion  is 
stu died  in pa in sta king  de tai l. Litt le  is said, how ever , abou t the  decision to bomb 
South  Vie tnam at more th an  tr ip le  the  in tens ity  by 1966. Th is was the  fund am en 
ta l policy dec ision of ea rly  1965. As Berna rd  Fa ll pointed out  no t long  af te r, 
‘ wha t change d the ch ar ac te r of th e Vie tna m w ar  was not the dec ision to bomb 
No rth  Vietn am ; not the dec isio n to use  Am eric an gro und tro ops in sou th Vie t
nam  ; bu t th e dec isio n to wage un lim ited ae rial  w ar fa re  ins ide  the co un try  at  
the  pr ice  of lit er al ly  poundin g th e plac e to bi ts ”. Bu t of th is decision, we lea rn  
very lit tle  in the Penta go n his tory, and only  a few sc at te red remarks  ind ica te 
th e effects of t he  bombing.

Th e co nt ra st  between th e at tent io n given to the bom bing of the  No rth  and  
th e fa r more de st ru ct ive bom bing  in South  Vie tna m is sti ll more remarka ble in 
th e lig ht of th e fa ct  th at South  Vie tnam , from ea rly 1965, was subje cte d not  only  
to unpre ced ent ed ae rial  at ta ck  bu t also  to ar ti ller y bomb ard me nt wh ich  may 
well hav e been even  more de str uc tiv e.  In  Ja nu ar y,  1966 Se cretary Mc Namara in 
troduced into Congr ess ional tes tim ony pa rt s of  a “M otivat ion  and Morale  s tu dy ”, 
st ill  oth erw ise  sec ret , wh ich  ind ica ted  th a t ar ti ller y bomb ard me nt may be even 
more effective th an  a ir  at ta ck  in causing vil lag ers  “to move wh ere  the y will  be 
sa fe from such at ta cks” , ‘reg ardles s of thei r at ti tu de to the GVN” (S en ate Armed 
Service s and  App ropr iat ion s Com mit tee He ari ngs, Ja nu ar y,  1966) . The s tud y was 
optim isti c, con cluding th a t such me thods wou ld help dr y up th e po pu lar  sea in 
wh ich  the gu er ill as  swim. In la te r yea rs,  West mo reland  and oth ers we re to 
point  to the denial of re cr ui ts  f rom  popu lated ar ea s in the  South  as the cau se for  
in fil tra tio n of re gu la r No rth  Vietnamese  troops, fir st conf irme d on a small sca le in 
la te  April , 1965.
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The reason why the bombing of the North was given such meticulous atten
tion, while the far  greate r attack  on the South was undertaken as a matte r of 
course, seems clear enough. The bombing of North Vietnam was highly visible, 
very costly to the United States and extremely dangerous, with a constant and 
perceived thre at of general war. The far more savage attack on the South was 
merely destroying the rural society, and therefore—so the documentary record 
indicates—did not merit the attention of the planners in Washington.

The moral level of planning is strik ingly revealed by this  contrast.  It is furth er 
illust rated on the rare occasions when some qualms are expressed about the 
bombing. When B-52 bombing began in mid-1965, William Bundy noted one and 
only one problem : “we look silly and arouse criticism if  these [B-52 raids] do not 
show significant results” (IV, G12). If  the B-52 raids do show significant results, 
we may tu rn out to be mass murderers, since in the  nature  of the case, there can 
be at best parti al information about the t argets of these weapons of mass terro r 
and destruction; but tha t appears to be no problem at all. Within a few months, 
B-52 raids were reported by Bernard Fall and others in the populous Mekong 
Delta, with devastating effects on the civilian society, a pattern repeated else
where in South Vietnam, and recently, in the North as well.

There is, to my knowledge, no record of any hesitation about the use of any 
military tactic except on grounds of the potential cost to the decisionmakers and 
the interests they represent.

The concern for  law is ful ly comparable. The supreme law of the land clearly 
prohibits the thre at or use of force in international affairs, except in the case of 
collective self-defense against  armed attack. The record shows plainly tha t tha t 
American use of force against the population of South Vietnam always preceded 
anything attributab le to the DRV and was always vastly  greater in scale—putting 
aside the question whether the DRV was entitled to come to the aid of the South
ern NLF a fter the dismantling of the Geneva Accords by the U.S. and the regime 
it institu ted in the South, after the extensive use of te rror  by this regime, which 
far exceeded the subsequent counter-violence of the indigenous resistance.

In fact, the Administration  never regarded itself as bound by the law. To cite 
one case, immediately af ter the Geneva Agreements, the NSC adopted NSC 5429/2 
(August 20,1954), which recommended covert operations and other pressures and 
preparation  for direct  use of U.S. mi litary force in the event of “local Communist 
subversion or rebellion not constitutinff armed attack" (my emphasis), including 
use of U.S. m ilitary  force “against the external source of such subversion or re
bellion (including Communist China if determined to be the  source)”. The recom
mendation tha t force be used in the absence of armed attac k is in clear and 
explicit violation of law. Fur ther recommendations were: “Conduct covert opera
tions on a large and effective scale” throughout Indochina, in particular , to “Ex
ploit availab le means to make more difficult the control by the Viet Minh of North 
Vietnam”, to defeat Communist subversion and influence, to maintain non-Com- 
munist governments elsewhere in Indochina, and “to prevent a Communist victory 
through all-Vietnam elections”. These proposals not only express an open con
tempt for solemn treaty obligations (the U.N. Charte r in par ticu lar) , but also 
indicate a clear commitment to subvert the Geneva Accords. I might add tha t the 
contents of this  document and the events of the nex few years are, in my opinion, 
presented quite inadequately in the Pentagon Papers history.

In a parody of the law, planners  repeatedly insisted tha t “After, but only after, 
we have established a clear p attern of pressure” could peaceful means be consid
ered (William Bundy, August 11,1964). The Pentagon historian notes t hat  Presi
dent Johnson’s “ini tiative” of April 7, 1965, “was in accord with the ‘pressures 
policy’ rationale tha t had been worked out in November, 1964, which held tha t 
U.S. readiness to negotiate was not  to be surfaced until a fter  a series of ai r strikes  
had been carried  out agains t important target s in North Vietnam” (II I, 356). 
“Significantly”, the peace ini tiative was preceded by intensive bombing. Repeat
edly in subsequent years, apparen t negotiations opportunities were undercut by 
sudden escalation of bombing (IV, 135, 205). The Pentagon historian regards this 
as “inadvertent” or “unfortunate coincidence”. It  is possible, however, that each 
incident i s an example of the “pressures policy”, the general policy of application 
of force prior to efforts towards peaceful settlement  of disputes, in explicit con
tradic tion to the law. Cf. U.N. Charter, Articles 2, 33, 39.

The “pressures policy” rationale was inevitable, given the commitment to a 
“non-communist regime” and the realization t hat a settlement based on indigenous 
political forces would probably not achieve this  objective. The political  weakness
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of the U.S.-imposed regimes led to the strategy of annihilation, out of “milita ry necessity” ; it also led to reliance on force in advance of and in place of the peace
ful means prescribed by law.

The essence of the U.S. government position is revealed by public statements explaining the concept of “aggression”. Consider, for example, the fair ly typical remarks of Adlai Stevenson before the U.N. Security Council, May 21, 1964 (I II , 715-6). He observed tha t “the point is the same in Vietnam today as it was in Greece in 1947.” In both cases the  U.S. was defending a free people from “internal aggression”. What is “intern al aggression”? It  is “aggression” by a mass-based indigenous movement agains t a government protected by foreign power, where the “internal aggression” has  the kind of outside support tha t few wars of liberation have lacked (the American revolution, to cite one case). In the case of Greece, as of Vietnam, the Administration has insisted tha t the “interna l aggressors” were merely agents of a global conspiracy directed by Moscow or “Peiping”, in both cases, in defiance of available  evidence, though even if it were true, U.S. intervention would not have been permissible without Security Council author ization.  As noted, the Government in effect conceded tha t the intervention was illegitimate, by insisting upon its  author ity to intervene in the case of local subversion and aggression not constituting armed attack,  th at is, “internal aggression”.The JCS in February,  1955, foresaw three basic forms in which aggression in Southeast Asia can occur: a) Overt armed attac k from outside of the area, b) Overt a rmed attack from within the area of each of the sovereign states, c) Aggression other th an armed, i.e., political warfare, or subversion.
The concept of overt armed a ttack from within a sovereign state is Ambassador Stevenson’s “interna l aggression”. In defining “political warfare” as a form of aggression, the Join t Chiefs reveal tha t they comprehend with precision and insight the fundamental position of the U.S. executive.
Many o ther examples can be given, from the Pentagon history, to illus trate  the  same concept of “interna l aggression”. Indigenous forces are carrying out “interna l aggression” against regimes chosen to rule by foreign force, and protected from their own population by this foreign force (allegedly acting in “collective self-defense” against this “aggression”). Ultimately, force is drawn into the conflict in support of the indigenous rebellion, and we hea r cries from Washington about the perfidy of the Nortli Vietnamese aggressors and their  allies. To cite only the most obvious case, consider the talks of “North Vietnamese aggression” today, aggression tha t is taking place in areas that  were invaded and occupied by the American military seven years earlier, and devastated in American military operations. I need not spell out the facts, which have been described in ample detail else where.
The Pentagon Papers provide evidence of a criminal conspiracy of long duration to engage the United States in aggressive war. One may debate the sufficiency of the evidence, but hardly its existence. I t i s na tural , if somewhat ironic, tha t the Justic e Department, instead of investigating the possible cr iminal conspiracy exposed by the Pentagon Papers, has chosen rath er to investigate  and prosecute those who have revealed these ac ts to the public. Senator Fulbright has stated, in a different but related connection, th at : “I and some of my colleagues have almost been reduced to the situation where it makes no difference what is put into law, the administration will not abide by it.” He has also expressed his hope tha t some day “this country will re turn to its  senses and we will then have an opportunity to resurrec t the basic principles of law on which this  country was founded” (Congressional Record, October 4, 1971). I should only like to add tha t thousands of dra ft resisters and deserters  and others have reluctantly undertaken civil disobedience on the basis of concerns that  are, in my opinion, ra ther similar. Having called off the game of obedience to law, the Administration  has forfeited its  authority  to enforce the rules.
The Administration atti tude  toward Congress and the public is of a piece with its concern for legal obligations. The unending record of deceit illus trates a good deal of contempt for Congress and the public, in my opinion. For example, Secretary Rusk, testifying before this Committee on Janu ary 28, 1966. stated tha t by January, 1965 the  325th Division of the North Vietnamese Army had been moved to South Vietnam, an act that  constituted  “agression by means of  an armed atta ck” and entitled the U.S. to respond under Article 51 of the U.N. Charter. He requested this assertion in testimony on February 18. 1966. On this crucial matter the Pentagon Papers tell a different story. The first reference to



94

reg ula r PAVN uni ts appears  in a CIT -DIA memorandum of April 21, 1965 which ‘ reflected the acceptance into the enemy order of ba ttle  of one regiment of the 325th l’AVN Division said  to be located in Kontum province” (I II , 438). Cheste r Cooper, who was responsible for prepar ing the materi al on infi ltrat ion,  writ es th at  by the  end of April “it was believed” that  one bat tali on of regula r PAVN troops were in South Vietnam at  this  time (Th e Lost Crusade, 1970, p. 276-7).Evidently  this and la ter reports were not too persuasive. On July 2, in a memorand um to General  Goodpaster, Joh n McNaughton  stat es : “I am quite concerned about the increasing probability  th at  the re are  regula r PAVN troops eith er in the II  Corps area or in Laos directly  across the border from II  Corps” (IV, 291, 277). On July 14, the JCS included one regiment of the  325th PAVN division in their  estimate of 48,500 “Viet Cong organized combat un its ” (IV, 295), and a SNI E of July 23 predicted that  if the  U.S. increased its  stre ngth in South Vietnam to 175,000 by November 1, then  in order to offset thi s increase, the Communists would probably introduce  a PAVN force tota llin g 20,000 to 30,000 men by the end of 1965 (I II , 4S4f.).
For  comparison, note that  on April 21, 1965 S ecre tary  McNamara reported that  33,500 U.S. troops were in-count ry in addition to 2,000 Koreans who had been dispatch ed on Janu ary 8, 1965 (I II , 706; II I, 139). He fu rth er  reported the  unanimous recommendation of the  Honolulu Meeting of the  preceding day th at  U.S. forces he raised to 82,000 supplemented with  7,250 Korean and Australia n troops—the day before the “ominous” CIA-DIA  report. On J ulv  1, planned U.S. deployments were 85,000 t roops (I II , 475). In mid-Ju ly, when the  JCS reported one PAVN regiment in the South, the President  approved the  requ est that  the U.S. troop  level be raised to 175.000 in 1965, with ano the r 100,000 recommended for  1966, and an estim ated  U.S. killed- in-action of 500 per month (I II , 396, 416; IV. 297. 299). Recall that  the U.S. troop  level had reached 23,000 by the end of 1964 (II , 160) and th at  U.S. forces had been direc tly engaged in combat operations  for th ree  years,  a t t ha t poin t.
The contem pt for the  public is of  th e same order. For example, on Februa ry 26, 1966 the  President  st a te d : “We do not have on my desk at  the moment any unfilled requests  from General Westmoreland” (New York Times edition of the Pentagon  Papers, p. 467) . In fact,  the re was at  this time a reques t to double the  troop commitment, and the  Pre sident  had  on his desk a Memorandum from the Secreta ry of Defense sta tin g that  with  the deployments recommended (400.000 by the end of 1966 and perhaps more tha n 600,000 the  following  year), U.S. killed-in-act ion could be expected  to reach  1,000 per  month (IV, 309, 623-4).  The Adm inis trat ion view was accura tely  expressed by Will iam Bundy, when he stated th at  if policies are  to be modified, then  “a condi tioning of the  U.S. public” is necessary  (he  added th at  where th is  cannot be done with  sufficient rapidity, the executive may find itself  trap ped  by its  ear lie r misrepresen tations—IV, 611). It  goes w ithout saying th at  government  officials have no legal autho rity to misrepresent  ma tters to the  public, or—under  a reaso nable  interp ret ation  of the  Fi rs t Amendment—to prosecute  the  exposure of  the ir deceit.
The general att itu de  tow ards American democracy is revea led in a striking way  during  the  de liberations of  1964. Pl ans  fo r the Febru ary  1965 escalat ion were und erta ken  with  an awa reness  of the necess ity for waiting until the  Preside nt had a Congressional manda te and a popular  manda te. The planning  through 1964 places “D-Day” shor tly af te r the  elections.  Afte r the  Tonkin  Gulf  incid ent and the  Pre sident ’s “smashing victory at  the  polls”, his “feas ible options increase d”, the  Pentagon  his tori an re la te s: “Presiden t Johnson was now armed with both a popular  mandate  and broa d Congressional author iza tion” and could therefore proceed (I II , 4f. ). Dur ing the  Septem ber deliberatio ns, “uni ty of domestic American opinion” was rega rded  as precondition to escalations , but  “during  the November debates, this is no longer an imp ortant  fac tor ”. In the interim, the Pre sident  had been elected “with  a n overwhelming manda te” (I II , 113-6).It  is rem arkable  t ha t nowhere does anyone t ake  note of the fac t th at  the Congressional supp ort was obtained in a ra ther  dubious fashion , and that  the popular manda te was not to escala te. The obvious conclusion to draw from thi s history is th at  peace-minded people should have voted for Senator  Goldwater, so that  the  “popular manda te” would have been less overwhelming, since eviden tly it was onlv its  scale and not it s char act er t ha t m atter ed.To a larg e exten t, the  debate over the wa r counterposes the “optimists’ , who believe t hat  w ith persistence we can win, to the “pess imists”, who argu e that  the U.S. c annot, at  reasonable  cost, guara nte e the  rule of the  regime of its  choice in
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South Vietnam. There is a third position which, unfortunately, is barely represented in policy-making so far  as the documentary record indicates : namely, tha t the U.S. executive should abide by the supreme law of the land and refra in from forceful intervention in the internal affairs of others. It appears that  successive Administrations believed tha t Vietnam was the victim of a Kremlin-directed conspiracy in 1950, tha t there was “Aggression from the North” a decade later, and so on. They had the legal authori ty to express these beliefs and to appeal to the Security Council of the U.N. to determine the existence of a thre at to peace. Tha t they did not do so is self-explanatory. The U.S. executive had no authority  to back French colonialism, to impose a terro ristic regime (or even a benevolent democracy) on South Vietnam, to engage in clandestine war throughout  Indochina, or to carry  out a full-scale invasion of South Vietnam in 1965, demolishing * the peasant society, or to wipe out the Plain of Ja rs  and much of rura l Cambodiaunder President Nixon, or to bomb Haiphong, or to carry  out any of the other actions tha t have led to mass revulsion in this country and throughout much of the world. Had the U.S. executive been stric tly bound by its legal obligations, which in my opinion do express reasonable principles of internat ional behavior,► we would never have found ourselves in the Indochina war.Why, then, did the U.S. become so deeply engaged in this war? In the early period, the documentary record now avai lable presents a fairly  explicit account of rational,  if cynical, pursuit of perceived self-interest. The U.S. has strategic and economic interest s in Southeast Asia t hat  must be secured. Holding Indochina is essential to securing these interests . Therefore we must hold Indochina. A critica l consideration is Japan , which will eventually accommodate to the “Soviet Bloc” if  Southeas t Asia is lost. In effect, then, the  U.S. would have lost the Pacific phase of World W ar II, which was fought, in part, to prevent Japan from construct ing a closed “co-prosperity sphere” in Asia from which the U.S. would be excluded. The theoret ical framework for these considerations was the domino, theory, which was formulated clearly before the Korean war, as was the decision to support  French colonialism.

It  is fashionable today to deride the domino theory, but in fact it contains an important kernel of plausibility, perhaps truth . National independence and revolutionary social change, if successful, may very well be contagious. The danger is what Walt ltostow, writing  in 1955, called the “ideological thre at”, specifically, “the possibility tha t the Chinese Communists can prove to Asians by progress in China tha t Communist methods are better and faste r than democratic methods” (An American Policy i n Asia, p. 7). Similar fears  were expressed by the State Department and the JCS in 1959 (Government edition of the Pentagon Papers, X, 1198, 1213, 1220). S tate therefo re urged th at the U.S. do what it can to reta rd the economic progress of the Communist Asian states (ibid,., 1208), a decision th at is remarkable in its cruelty. A similar concern for Chinese “ideological expansion” was expressed in the planning for escalation in the fall of 1964 (II I, 218, 592). F ear was expressed tha t “the rot would spread” over mainland Southeast Asia, and tha t Thailand (always “the second line of defense” ) would accommodate to Communist China “even without any marked military move by Communist 
r China” (I II,  661). The “rot”, in these cases, is surely the “ideological threa t”.Recall tha t in this period there  was much talk of a competition between the Chinese and the Indian models of development. In this context, fear of Chinese “ideological expansion” gave substance to the domino theory, quite apa rt from any speculation about Chinese aggression or Kremlin-directed aggression by the » Viet Minh.

It  is interesting tha t the domino theory was never seriously challenged in the available record, though its  more fan tastic  formulations were discounted. R ather,  there was debate about timing and probability. Stripped of fan tasies,  the theory was not implausible. Successful social and economic development in a unified Vietnam, Communist-led on the Chinese model, might well have posed a “thr ea t” to other developing countries, in tha t peasant-based revolutionary movements within them might have been led to follow this model instead of relying on the indus trial powers and adapting their  patte rn of development to the needs and interests of the industria l powers. This might very well have led to Japanese moves to accommodate in some fashion to the “closed societies” of East  Asia, with a possible impact on India, ultimately even the Middle East, as the domino theory pos tula ted: not by invasion, which was most unlikely, but by “ideological expansion”, which was not so improbable. In the Kennedy period, Vietnam was elevated to the status of a “test  case”, and, I think it is fair  to say, a degree
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of hys teria was introduced into planning. But nevertheless the  rat ion al core of 
policy-making remained. Developing nations  must be ta ught a les son: they must 
observe the  ru les, and not undertake “national  libera tion'’ on th e “do-it-yourse lf” 
Chinese model, w ith mass mobiliza tion of the population  and a focus on in ternal  
needs and resources.

Possibly the  th reat  has  now diminished, with  the vast des truc tion  in South 
Vietnam and elsewhere,  and the hatreds and social dis rup tion  caused  by the  
American intervent ion.  It  may be, then , th at  Vietnam can be lost to the Viet
namese withou t the dire  consequences of social and economic progress of a sor t 
that  mig ht be quite m eaningful to the Asian poor.

The documentation for the  pre-Kennedy period gives sub stantial supp ort to 
thi s interp ret ation  of U.S. motives. Fo r example, NSC 48/1 (December, 1049) 
warned th at  Southeas t Asia “is the  t arge t of a coordinated offensive directed by 
the  Kremlin” (th is is “now clea r” ). The ind ust ria l plant of Japa n and such 
stra teg ic m ate ria ls as Indonesian oil mu st be denied to the “St alinis t bloc”, which 
might otherwise  att ain  global dom inance ; they must be kept in tlie Western 
orbit. Japan is the crucial prize in Ea st  Asia. Communist pressure on Japa n 
will mount, because of proximity, the  indigenous Jap ane se Communist movement 
which might  be able to exploit cul tural fac tors and economic hardship, and “the  
potentia l of Communis t China as a source  of raw ma ter ial s vit al to Japan and 
a market for its goods”. Japan requ ires Asian food, raw materials,  and ma rke ts; 
the  U.S. should encourage “a considerable  increase in Southern  Asia tic food and 
raw  mater ial  exports” to avoid “pre ponderant dependence  on Chinese sources”. 
Analogous considerat ions hold of India. Fur thermo re, these marke ts and sources 
of raw  materi als  should be developed for  U.S. purposes. “Some kind of regional 
assoc iation . . . among the  non-Communist countries  of Asia migh t become an 
imp orta nt means  of developing a favo rable atmosphere for such tra de  among 
ourselves and with other p ar ts of the w orld.”

The general lines of th is analysi s p ers ist  th rough the Truman and Eisenhower 
Adm inis trat ions (cf. NSC/64, NSC 48/5, NSC 124/2, etc .). To cite one case, an 
NSC staff stu dy of  February , 1952, warned  t h a t:

The fall  of Southeast Asia would underline the app arent economic advantages 
to Japan of association with  the  communist-dominated Asian sphere. Exclus ion 
of Jap an from trade  with  Southeast Asia would seriously affect the  Japanese 
economy, and increase  J ap an ’s dependence  on United Sta tes aid. In the long run 
the  loss of Southeast Asia, especially  Malaya and Indonesia, could result  in such 
economic and politica l pressures  in Japan as to make it extreme ly difficult to 
prevent J ap an ’s even tual accommodation to  the Soviet bloc. (1 ,375)

We know from othe r sources that  t he  U.S. put  p ress ure  on Japan to put  a stop 
to its  “accommodation” with  China, offering access to Southea st Asia as an 
expl icit inducement. Vietnam was rega rded  as “the Keystone to the  arch, the  
finger in the  dike” (John F. Kennedy,  1956—the termino logy is cha rac teri stic  
of the period ).

It  is often  argued th at  U.S. inte rvention was motivated by “blind an ti
comm unism” and othe r erro rs. It  is necessary, however, to dist inguish  between 
two kinds of “anti-communism”. Opposition to indigenous movements in Asia 
th at  might pursue the  Chinese model of development  is not “blind anti-commu
nism ”. Rather, it is rat ion al imperialism , which seeks to prevent any  nibbling  
away at  are as  that  provide the  Western indust ria l powers (and Japan)  with  
free  access to markets, raw  materials,  a cheap labor  force, the  possib ility for 
export, of pollution, and opportu nities for  investm ent. On the  other hand, refer
ence to  a “coordinated  offensive directed  hy the K remlin” a gainst  Southeas t Asia, 
with  the Viet Minh as its  agent, is indeed “blind anti-communism”, th at  is, p ure 
ideology, unsupported by evidence, bu t extremely  useful as a propaganda device 
to rally domestic support for mi litary  inte rven tion again st indigenous com
munist -led movements. The Russia ns behave  no differently when they invade  
Czechoslovakia.  They stat e, and perhap s even believe, that  they are  doing so to 
pro tect  the  Czech people from the mac hinations of Wall  Street, the  CIA. and 
the  West  German aggressors. In fac t, they are  seeking  to preserve  the Russ ian -empire from erosion f rom w ithin.

Adm inis trat ion spokesmen have held to the  view th at  by destroying Vietnam 
we are somehow s tand ing firm aga ins t Chinese  or Russ ian aggression. As George 
Carver  of the  CIA once put  it, our  objective is : “Dem onstrat ing the  ster ile 
fu til ity  of the  mi lita nt and aggressive expansionis t policy advoca ted by the pres
ent ru ler s of Communist China” (IV, 82). One searches the  record in vain for
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evidence of this policy. The Pentagon h istorian observes th at Chinese Communist 
activity in Southeast Asia appeared “ominous” to Washington in late 1964 (HI , 
267), but he cites as the factual basis only “Sukarno’s abrup t withdrawal  of 
Indonesia’s participation in the U.N.”, which led to various speculations. In 
earlier years, there were determined efforts, always unavailing, to establish a 
link between the Viet Minh and Moscow or Peking, though th is fa ilure in no way 
shook the belief, virtua lly a dogma, tha t the Vietnamese revolutionar ies must 
be Chinese or Russian agents. The intellectual failures of the "intelligence com
munity” are revealed by the fact  tha t the Pentagon histor ians were able to dis
cover only one staff paper, in a record of more than two decades, “which trea ts 
communist reactions primarily in terms of the separa te national interests of 
Hanoi, Moscow, and Peiping, rath er than primarily  in terms of an overall com
munist strategy for which Hanoi is acting as an agent” (II , 107; a SNIB of 
November, 1061). Even in the “intelligence community”, where the task is to get 
the facts stra ight  and not to proclaim tha t France is defending the terr itor ial 
integri ty of Vietnam from the Viet Minh and the “Commie-dominated bloc of 
slave states” (Acheson, October, 1950; I, 70), it was apparently next to impos
sible to perceive, or at least  to express the simple t rut h tha t North Vietnam, like 
the Soviet Union, China, the U.S., and the NLF, has i ts own interests, which are 
often decisive.

The record makes clear tha t the U.S. did not enter the Indochina war because 
it had discovered the Viet Minh to be Russian or Chinese agents. Nor did it re
peatedly escalate this war because i t found tha t the NLF was a puppet of the 
North (or China, or Moscow). Quite the opposite was true. First came the in
tervention, for entirely different reasons, and then the effort to establish the de- 
endence and control tha t was required for propaganda purposes, and also, no 
doubt, for the self-image of the policy-makers. It  is, afte r all, psychologically 
much easier to destroy agents of Chinese aggression than  those who had 
captured the nationalist movement of Vietnam. One form of anti-communism 
motivated U.S. inte rvention: namely, opposition to indigenous communist-led 
movements, under the assumptions of the domino theory. A second form of 
anti-communism was invoked to ju stify  the  intervention, publicly and interna lly : 
fea r of a Kremlin-directed conspiracy or Chinese aggression—as far as we 
know, the figment of imagination.

Much the same has been true elsewhere: e.g., in Greece in the  1940’s and in the 
Caribbean, repeatedly. A serious defect of the Pentagon study, inherent in Sec
reta ry McNamara’s guidelines, is its failu re to relate U.S. policy in Vietnam to 
developments elsewhere, even in Southeast Asia. Had the historians been able 
to spread a somewhat wider net, they would have discovered, for example, t hat  
the domino theory was expressed by Secretary of S tate Marshall with regard to 
Greece in 1947—in thi s case, the Middle Easte rn countries, not Japan and Indo
nesia, were the “farther  dominoes” tha t concerned him. They would also have 
discovered int riguing simila rities between U.S. intervention in Indochina and in 
Korea from 1945-50. They might have noted tha t the U.S. escalation of clandes
tine activities in Vietnam and Laos in late 1963 and 1964 apparen tly coincided 
with a similar  escalation of attac ks on Cambodia by the Khmer Serei, trained 
and equipped by the U.S. Special Forces and the CIA. They would have ob
served that from 1948, the U.S. was deeply involved in Thai affairs, supporting a 
corrupt and at  times savage milita ry dictatorship, at first under a Japanese col
laborator. They would have determined, in short, tha t the U.S. has not been a 
confused victim of events, but an active agent, pursuing policies tha t fell within 
a rath er coherent global str ate gy : to carve out and stabilize a system of “open 
societies”, societies in which, in particular, U.S. capital  can operate more or 
less freely. Though th is is far  from the sole operative factor  in U.S. policy, still 
it is surely the beginning of wisdom to recognize its crucial role.

It  is often argued tha t the costs of such intervention demonstrate that there 
can be no underlying imperial drive. This reasoning is fallacious, however. In 
the first place, the “costs” are in large measure profits for selected segments of 
American society. It  is senseless to describe state expenditures  for je t planes 
or cluster bombs or computers for the automated air  war simply as “costs of 
intervention.” There are, to be sure, costs of empire tha t benefit virtually no 
one within : 50,000 American corpses, or the deterioration in the strength  of the 
U.S. economy relative to its indust rial rivals. But these general costs of empire 
are  social costs, while the profits a re again highly concentrated. Senator Church 
noted in recent Congressional Hearings tha t the  U.S. has expended over $2 billion



98in aid  t o Bra zil  since 1964 to protect a “fa vora ble investm ent clim ate”  for a tota l investment of about $1.7 billio n. This comes as no surprise to any student of  modern history. In many respects, the same was true of the Br itis h empire, aft er the original rape of Ind ia. The costs of empire are distributed over the society as a whole; its profits revert to a few within. In this respect, the empire serves as a device for internal consolida tion of power and privile ge, and it is quite ir relevant to observe tha t its social costs are often very grea t.It  should also be noted tha t planner s cannot uner ringly calc ulat e costs in advan ce. They cannot begin all over agai n if  plans go awry. Thou gh it is possible tha t the planners of the past 25 years would not have undertaken the effort to dominate Indochina had they known the consequences, they did not have the lux ury  of advance knowledge. On the assumptions of the domino theory, in its more real istic  versions, the original calcu latio n was not an unreasonable one, whatever one may thin k of its moral basis or its stat us in law . As  I have ind icated, I personally think  it was deplorable  on such grounds, but tha t is a differ ent matter entirely . Furthermore, by the early  1960’s, it is my impression tha t other and more irration al fact ors had come to predominate, a matter which is of some inter est in itse lf, but which I wil l not explore here.At  one crucial point in the planning to es calate the war in  1964, W illia m Bun dy raised the question wheth er it  would be possible to carry out the preferred esca lator y option “ under the klie g ligh ts of a democracy” ( II I,  648). I think he is quite right to raise  this question, though not exa ctly  for  the reasons he gave.  Secrecy  and deceit are essential components of  aggression. The vis ibil ity of the American war o f ann ihila tion  in South  Vietnam was undoubtedly a fac tor in turn ing much of  the population to protest and resistance, much to the credit of  American  society. The social costs of empire, in a heal thy democracy, would impede imperial  planners . Bu t a system of centr alized  power, insulated from  publ ic scrut iny and operating in secret, possessing vas t means of destruction and hampered by a few const raints will nat ura lly tend to commit aggression and atroc ities.  Th at is the prim ary lesson of the Pentagon histo ry, though we hard ly need this valu able  and illum ina ting record to establ ish the fac t, foreseen by Thomas Jeffers on,  for example . There has, in the past generation , been a contrived inat tent ion to foreig n policy on the part of the public. Govern ment secrecy has been a cont ribut ing fact or, fa r outweighed, in my opinion, by the intense indo ctrin ation  of the postwar period tha t has rendered th& publ ic inert until quite recently. It  comes as no surprise, under these circu mstances , tha t Jeffe rson ’s prediction was fulfil led.  I f  citizen s “become inat tent ive to the public aff air s,”  he wrote, then the government “shall  all become wolve s,” a perceptive remark and an accurate prediction. Success ive administrations “became wolves ,” inte rnationa l predators, arch itects of one of the most horrendous catastrophes of modern history.Wh at is worse, perhaps, very lit tle  has  changed. Even many opponents of the war  pretend to themselves  tha t others are to blame  for  the catastrophe  of Vietnam. In a strong edito rial statem ent aga inst  the war, the N .Y . Tim es editors w ri te :“ This is not to say tha t Amer icans , "including the poli tica l and mil itar y commands and the G .I .’s themselves, did not orig inal ly conceive their role quite honestl y as tha t of liberators  and allie s in the cause of fre edom ; but such idea listi c motives had litt le chanc e to preva il aga inst  local leaders skille d in the art  of man ipulatin g the ir fo reign pro tectors.” (Ma y 7,1972).Once agai n we have the image  of the Amer ican poli tica l leadership, noble and virtu ous, bewildered and victim ized, but not responsible, never responsible fo r wha t it has done. The corruption of the intel lect and the moral cowardice  r evealed by such statements defy  comment.Whe ther  th e U.S . wil l withdraw  from Viet nam  short of true genocide and perhaps even the serious thre at of  inte rnationa l war is, I am afr aid , an open question. There is, unfo rtun ately, sufficient reason to suppose tha t the same grim story w ill be re-enacted elsewhere.
The Chairman. Dr. Chomsky, that is a very interesting and provoca

tive statement. DOMINO THEO RY
I  would like to clari fy your point about the domino theory because 

it  has been discussed very much.
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The domino theory which I think most writers  and commentators 
have ta lked about was of a milit ary nature . It  has always been con
ceived of in mili tary  terms. It  seems to me you are suggesting, not 
that  that has tr uth , bu t th at the conception of the domino theory as a 
social and ideological problem is a true  one. In  o ther words, the  con
cept for the organization  of society which was developing in China and 
under  Ho Chi Minh was the real danger and, if  allowed to proceed with
out our intervent ion, it could succeed. I n this sense you are saying it 
had va lid ity ; is tha t correct ?

Would you elaborate about it? I don’t wan t to confuse people who 
will inte rpre t your saying tha t the domino theory is valid  while they 
are still thin king  of it in military  terms.

Mr. Chomsky. Th at’s right . Yes, tha t is exactly my point. The 
domino theory in milita ry terms was always entirely  senseless.

The Chairman. That is the one th at has been promoted as being 
justification for our policy, isn’t it ?

Mr. Chomsky. Well, tha t is the one th at has been promoted in most 
of the public statements.

The Chairman. That is what I mean.
Mr. Chomsky. But, of course, if you look more careful ly at, for 

example, the internal record or even, say, such public statements  as 
the one of Mr. Rostow which I  quoted in a book that appeared in 1935, 
you see a different  and somewhat more plausible variant of the theory, 
namely, the threat  of “ideological expansion.” This, for example, was 
introduced both by Michael Forre stal and by Ambassador William 
Sullivan in the plann ing for the escalation in late 1964. They both 
spoke of China ’s need for ideological successes, of the possible ideo
logical expansion of China.

I really doubt very seriously tha t any American plann er who thought 
for a l ittle  about it  believed tha t the Vietnamese were going to  conquer 
Thai land or they were going to conquer Malaya or Indonesia.

The Chairman. By arms?
Mr. Chomsky. By arms, and th at version of the domino theory, a l

though  quite effective in enlist ing public support for the war in a 
certa in period, nevertheless certainly had no reality.

EF FE CT  OF SOCIA L AND ECONOM IC DEV ELOPM ENT UN DE R CO MMU NIST  
CONTROL

On the other hand, it was very likely that  the unification of Viet 
nam, presumably this  would have meant under Communist control, 
would have proceeded to b ring  about the kind of social and economic 
development tha t might have been quite meaningful and quite  appeal 
ing to many of the Asian poor and, correspondingly, to peasant move
ments elsewhere. Peasant-based movements might have adopted such 
measures and gradually there would be an erosion of the areas of 
the so-called Thi rd World tha t were he ld to he absolutely essential 
for the maintenance of American global policy, par ticu larly  because 
of the ir impact on Jap an,  as I mentioned. This  seems to me, whatever 
one may think about th is policy—frankly,  I  regard it as deplorable—- 
the American policy of intervention, in my  opinion, is deplorable on 
both moral and legal grounds, but that is not to say it was not rational.
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The Chairman. What you are saying is we were a fra id of the suc
cess of the control of the NLF or the Communists?

Mr. Chomsky. Tha t is quite righ t and, in fact, if you look a t the 
rare  intelligence analysis, and to my recollection there is only one in the Pentagon Papers , sometime in 1959, t ha t compares development in South Vietnam to development in North Vietnam, its results were hard ly encouragingly to the American planners who hoped to prevent 
the rot from spreading, as they put it.

The Chairman. But they used rot in the sense of the success of the 
Administra tion, tha t is what I am try ing  to clarify.

Mr. Chomsky. Tha t is right.  I assume tha t when the American planners in, let's say, late 1964, were worried that the rot  would spread 
to Thailand and then Malaya and Indonesia. I cannot believe they thought the Viet Minh or the Vietnamese would somehow conquer 
these countries. Tha t was certainly a fantasy. But  there is another 
sense in which the rot m ight spread and I think tha t is why they emphasized tha t Thai land might  “accommodate,” the common word 
tha t is used, even without military moves by Communist China or 
anyone else.

u.s. allegiance to self-determination of peoples

The Chairman. Where does this leave our whole central justification 
for this and other activities—our allegiance to self-determination of peoples ?

Mr. Chomsky. I do not  believe t ha t American policy or  the policy of any g reat power is ever, has ever been, determined by commitment 
to self-determination of peoples. Rather it is determined by a com
mitment to the national interest  as tha t is defined by the dominant 
groups in the society. Of course, virtually  without exception or  very few exceptions, imperial powers state that  the ir concerns are noble, 
they are interested in self-determination or development or one th ing or another. I simply urge tha t we apply to ourselves the same stand 
ards tha t we apply  to the  Soviet Union, for  example, when we read its propaganda  about, its invasion of Czechoslovakia.

They also say th at it was done from noble motives, to save socialist 
democracy, to prevent the Czech people from being attacked, you know, by the West Germans, run  by the CIA and so on and  so for th, and for 
all I know they even believe it. But I do not believe it and I do not see why anyone else should. The policy falls very simply into the long
term Russian objective of extending and maintaining  its very brutal  
hold on its own empire, and the American policies have, as has often 
been clearly expressed in internal documents and elsewhere, been motivated by the desire to create a world of what are called open 
societies, meaning by tha t societies which are open to penetration , 
economic penetration and political  control by the United States.

ECONOMIC ASPECTS

The Chairman. T hat , together with your emphasis upon the eco
nomic aspects—you jus t sa id the opportunity for exploita tion by our
selves and our allies—seems to be a difference between your view and
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Mr. Schlesinger. You emphasize the significance of the economic, 
and Dr. Schlesinger, yon thought this was of minor importance. Do 
you see any dilFerence in your view and Dr. Chomsky’s on this point 
and also on the domino theory7 ?

TH IRD PO SSIBILI TY  FOR MEA NI NG  OF DOMIN O THEORY

Mr. Schlesinger. Well, on the domino the ory : I think there  is a 
thi rd possibility, has mentioned, lying between the notion that  the 
domino theory meant that IIo Chi Minh was going to star t conquer
ing other nat ions, on the one hand, and  the notion of  a purely ideologi
cal effect, on the other. As I  recall the apprehensions of the  time, the 
phrase, the “ falling dominoes”, meant neither  of those things so much 
as it meant the thought that  a success in Vietnam would stimulate  
comparable guerr illa efforts in Laos and Cambodia and Thai land,  
and so on, and tha t these would be no doubt helped by a victorious 
Communist government in Saigon.

I say this, since we are l isting various meanings of the term domino 
theory, not because I take it seriously, bu t because I think that is what 
they were talk ing about. In other words, they w’ere talking  about the 
guerri lla example rather than  about direct conquest by a Communist 
government or about purely  ideological impact.

OP EN DOOR CON CEP T

Yes. on the second point, this  question of the economic inte rpre ta
tion of American policy a fter the war, obviously Mr. Chomsky and I 
have very sharp  differences. There is a school of thought in American 
diplomatic historians which argues that, since the  1890’s, American 
foreign policy has been determined by the pursuit of an “open door” 
for the export of American surplus goods and cap ital;  and that,  while 
this policy has occasionally involved tactical differences within  the 
ruling elites of the United States as to how best to secure the open 
door; practically everyth ing in our foreign policy can be reduced to 
the quest for the open door.

In fairness to Mr. Chomsky he says this is not the sole operative 
facto r in U.S. policy. I would say in certain situations where there 
are not important milit ary, political and strategic  considerations in
volved, then the desire to  seek profits fo r American business may play 
a role, and a most deforming one, in U.S. foreign policy. This  is par 
ticularly true  in the case of Latin  America. I  think there is l ittle  more 
shaming than President Nixon’s directive in Jan uary tha t we should 
not only suspend all aid to Latin  American countries t ha t na tionalize 
American-owned firms without  adequate compensation but tha t we 
should try  to prevent internationa l agencies, like the IAD B (Inte r- 
American Development Bank) and The World  Bank, from making 
loans to those countries. This sets up the U.S. government as a collec
tion agent for U.S. business.

However. I think this kind of  concern plays only a marginal role in 
our general foreign  po licy: nor do I thin k there is any necessary con
nection between the purs uit of the  open door, fo r example, and oppo
sition to Sta linism.
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As one looks for the concept of the open door in the writings, for 
example, of American post-war leaders, I  found only one very notable 
quotation which I will read to  you :

“We cannot permit the door to be closed aga inst our t rade  in East
ern Europe any more than  we can in China. We must insist  on an open 
door for trad e throughout the world.” Well, this did not come from 
President Truman, Dean Acheson or one of those wicked fellows. This 
was a quotation from H enry  A. Wallace in the Madison Square Gar
den speech of September 12. 1946, a speech tha t led to his dismissal 
from the Truman Cabinet. This shows very clearly the disconnection 
between the search for the open door, on the one hand, and any par
ticu lar policies toward Russia, on the other. In other words, the open 
door idea is perfec tly compatible with the Wallace policy of accommo
dation o r appeasement of the  Soviet Union as well as with the Trum an 
containment policy; and, therefore , it cannot be said to have deter
mined any pa rticular  course of policy.

Moreover, it is impossible to understand on this open door thesis 
why, say. the democratic socialists of Europe were unhappy about  the 
threat of communism in the 1940’s. Why should the Briti sh Labor 
Government, why should Atlee and Bevin, why should the French 
Government under Leon Blum, why should European social demo
crats  in general have been apprehensive about the Soviet Union? Why 
should they have become quite critica l at times of American policy in  
this  period as inadequately responsive to what they considered the 
Soviet threat ? Obviously they were not anti-Soviet in the interest  of 
expanding American capitalism.

U .S . EC ONOM IC  IN T E R E ST  IN  TH IR D  WO RLD

So it seems to me that  there is no basis to say tha t the economic 
motive was the determinant of our foreign policy, nor indeed does the 
evidence cited bv Mr. Chomsky demonstrate any such basis. His evi
dence mostly relates to Jap an,  and relates to economic matters  as 
components in the strategic questions. The thesis that the interna l 
needs of American capitalism required us to go into the thir d world 
is not sustained in the evidence in Mr. Chomsky's statement nor indeed 
can it be sustained. T will not bore you by repeat ing the figures in 
my statement showing the very limited extent to which American 
trade or American investment depends upon the thi rd  world.

Everyone knows tha t most of our trade is with other developed 
countries, that most of our investment is in other developed countries. 
You have to have industrialized countries to provide much in the  way 
of effective markets or much in the way of investment outlets. The 
figures sustain this.

T do not think  we have any kind of economic interest in the third 
world tha t would have led us into Vietnam. We did have a political 
strategic interest in keeping J apa n as a friend ly state and, the refore, 
had some concern about the economic impact of certain developments 
on Japan; but these were not a response to the need of American 
capitalism, nor have I  been able to find in the Pentagon Pape rs— 
perhaps Mr. Chomskv has—any instance of business intervention in 
the formation of our Vietnam policy.
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MR. CHOMSKY CALLED “ RATIONALIST”

Mr. Chomsky may be too much of a rationalist. Both as a histo rian 
and as occasional part icipant in Government, I have concluded t ha t 
very much of what takes place in Government is a product of ignor
ance, improvisation  and mindlessness. I think th at stupidity is a more 
helpful facto r in inte rpre ting  our policy than  conspiracy.

The Chairman. Do you wish to comment on th at ?
Mr. Chomsky. May I comment on that? [Laughter.]
You see I am very—and perhaps 1 am too much of a rationalis t 

and I have never worked in the Government.
The Chairman. I did not hear that, speak up.
Mr. Chomsky. I am certain ly a kind of a rationalist I guess, and 

I have never worked in the Government so I  cannot speak from in
ternal knowledge.

Mr. Schlesinger. Was not reading the Pentagon Pape rs enough?
Air. Chomsky. But I want to say the Pentagon Papers give an ex

tremely rational, also an extremely cynical justification, up to about 
1960, for an immoral or illegal intervention th at would have supported 
long-term American interests. I do agree afte r 1960 things became 
somewhat different with the test case rhetoric and so on and  so forth .

SO-CALLED ERRORS HAVE SYSTEMATIC QUALITY

Now I  think it is a little  unsatisfying to attr ibute American policy 
to stupid ity. For  one thing , the errors,  so-called, have a very system
atic quality. It  is a fact that  one of the errors, so-called, committed 
by the allegedly s tupid leaders is tha t invariably,  I  believe invariably , 
I know of no counter-example, a true  revolution which takes place 
inside the American dominated system is interp reted  as being con
ducted by agents of the international Communist conspiracy.

Now it is very striking, and in fact the Pentagon Pape rs lend a lot 
of illumination to this. The intelligence community was assigned the 
responsibility in 1948 of demonstrat ing this  thesis, of proving th at  Ho 
Chi Minh was nothing but an agent of internationa l Communist 
imperialism, and it is rath er amusing to run throu gh the record. I  
mean if you go through the documents, and  part icularly  in the  gov
ernment edition, you discover they kept trying to show it. They never 
were able to. They investigated all sorts of possibilities: the Bangkok 
legation of the U.S.S.R. or the Shanghai Tass office, or one thing or 
another, and they were never able to prove what they felt had to be 
true, tha t the Viet Minh were agents of interna tional  Communist 
aggression. And then after their  total failure to establish this fact it 
was taken as doctrine, and stated, formulated.

The Chairman. I s tha t not an example o f what-----
Mr. Chomsky. I do not regard  tha t as stupidi ty.
The Chairman. I see.
Mr. Chomsky. Not at all. Because this , you see-----
Senator Symington. What would you call it?
The Chairman. Wha t would you call it ?
Mr. Chomsky. I would call this a very rationa l approach towards 

developing a technique of propaganda which will enlist the Ameri-
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can population behind the opposition to indigenous communism, and 
I should note tha t tha t very same story has been recapitulated over 
and over again within the domain of American control. We have held, 
for example, tha t in Guatemala in 1954, the Arbenz regime was an 
agency of international Communist conspiracy. Take another case. In  
the Dominican Republic in 1965, the Johnson administration searched 
very ha rd for agents of the Sino-Soviet bloc and finally, I  think,  was 
able to coine up with about seven of them who were, you know’, over 
10 years old and not dead. And then I recall once watching Eric  
Sevareid on television describing this new and even more insidious 
technique of Communist aggression, namely, smallness of numbers, 
which makes the United  States look ridiculous and makes it harder to  
find the aggressors and so on and so forth. Quite the  same w’as true in 
Gi •eece, for example, in the forties. The United States claimed, con
tra ry  to available evidence, that  the Greek guerr illa movement was 
initia ted and suppor ted by Stalin. Walt Rostow has continued to claim 
this over the years, never presenting any evidence. He has done it again 
in 1960, 1962; for all I know’, he still makes this claim. The evidence, 
of course, is not definitive bu t such as exists lends no support to this 
theory. In  fact, it indicates tha t Stalin  was probably opposed to the 
Greek guerrill as and was ra ther satisfied with  the post-war imperial 
settlement which gave him substantial control over the domains he 
wanted. In  fact, we know from evidence of Djilas  and others he tr ied 
to call off the Greek guerrillas, and  there is reasonable speculation tha t 
he was opposed to the potential of an independent Balkan  Communist 
system very likely of a T itoist nature which would be a counterweight 
to his hoped-for monolithic power.

For exactly the same reasons Stalin was always very lukewarm about 
Mao, when one looks over the record. I was glad to hear Mr. Schlesin- 
ger say, i f I  quote him exactly, th at the re may never have been a Sino- 
Soviet bloc. Well, in the late  forties  there is evidence, not definitive but 
suggestive, tha t Stalin was anything  but enthusiastic about the triumph 
of Chinese communism. I do not think tha t he could have predicted 
the curren t level of confron tation but I think a geo-politician, if you 
like, would have understood th at a force th at was capable of unifying 
China under so-called Communist leadership, would ultimately refuse 
to bend to Russian will, would be a disruptive force in the world order 
tha t the Russians hoped to control and, in fact,  would challenge thei r 
always quite fraudulent  revolutionary pretentions in the so-called 
thi rd world.

SYSTEM ATIC ERROR IN  W HAT IS ALLEGED TO BE ST UP IDITY

So my point is this re ally: There is a highly systematic erro r in what 
is alleged to be the stupidity of the Government officials. Now that , 
I think , is very hard to explain on grounds of stupidity. You would 
expect perhaps random er ror i f decisions were really made on the basis 
of stupid ity but I find the erro r to be systematic. I  th ink a very good 
first approximation to a criterion that, determines which elements in 
foreign societies are designated as our friends, and which ones are des
ignated  as our enemies, a very reasonable first approximation is given 
by the principle t ha t those forces which will maximize the openness of 
thei r society to American free entry,  tha t means free flow of capital,
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free flow of investments, so on and so forth , those elements are our 
friends and the ones who oppose this are  our enemies. And I  believe if 
one applies this criterion one will find that  it gives a remarkably 
accurate characterization of American policy over many years.

This explains not only why we are anti-Communist,  but also why we 
have been an ti-Fascist, rather selectively to be sure, and why we have 
been anti-colonialist unless the only alternative  to colonialism was an 
indigenous Communist movement which would in fact close its society 
and carry  out mobilization of the population in kind of a do-it-your- 

* self, Chinese model development.

JA PA N  PRIMAR Y MOT IVE FOR U. S.  INTE RE ST  IN  INDO CH IN A

t Now, on the matt er o f the  open door, I do not really agree. Fi rst  of
all, let me make clear, there is, I  think, one point of agreement be
tween us. I am not maintaining in any written  testimony or what I 
stated today tha t the U.S. tried  to conquer, I guess tha t is th e right 
word, Indochina merely because of its direct interest in access to the 
thi rd world. Rather, 1 insist it was Jap an  that was probably a pr i
mary motive. We were concerned from the beginning tha t the work
shop of the Pacific would not carve out once again  an independent 
closed co-prosperity sphere as it threatened to do in the late 1930’s, 
possibly even accommodating to what has been called the “Sta linis t 
bloc,” perhaps posing a very serious milita ry threat to us and cer
tainly , of course, closing oil' a vast segment of potential expansion 
for the then projected American economic domination of the world. 
So Ja pan was probably the primary factor, and the examples I  have 
quoted from the National Security Council memoranda and so on I 
think indicate that.

AM ERICAN  IN VE ST MEN T IN  TH IRD WORLD COUNTRIES

Secondly, I think it is worth pointing out although  it is entirely 
true, as Mr. Schlesinger says, that the American investment in 
thi rd world countries is slight proportional to GNP, neverthe
less it is quite extensive. In fact, i f you want to see how people who are 

, interested in economic expansion view the domino theory, it is useful
to read business journals.  F or example, if  you look a t the 1972 annual 
repor t of the  F ar  Eastern Economic Review, which is a journa l com
mitted to economic liberalism, the editor, Derek Davies, has a review k article of the situation in which he also derides the domino theory as
total  fantasy and absurd, but then he goes on to point  out tha t Eas t 
Asia is perhaps the fastes t growing area of economic development 
in the world ; th at 70 percent of the investment there  is Amer ican ; that  
this investment has taken place behind the shield of American inte r
vention in Vietnam and could not have taken place otherwise; and tha t 
there are enormous prospects for Western and Japanese business 
there;  and tha t this is attributable to American courage—I have 
forgotten his exact word—in preserving its position in Vietnam.

Of course, he describes this sometimes in the rhetoric of providing 
freedom to the peasants, and so on and so forth, but these a re the facts 
he describes and this, it seems to me, is the rational version of the 
domino theory: by preventing the rot from spreading , by prevent-
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ing the model of development from succeeding, by main taining the 
second line of defense, by preventing guerr illa forces elsewhere from 
undertaking similar developments, we have carved out an area where 
there might in the future be considerable economic expansion.

OPEN DOOR NOT MA JOR  THIN G

As to the open door itself, again let me emphasize I  do not believe 
American interests specifically in Indochina led us into the Indochina 
War. I think it is American interests in the region, very much, as I 
mentioned, as when Secretary Marshall formulated the domino theory 
in 1947 with respect to Greece; he was not really concerned with 
Greece, he was concerned with the fa rther dominoes of the Middle East. 
Similarly, the American domino theory in Asia. But, nevertheless, 
despite this it is a fact tha t the open door is mentioned repeatedly 
in the Pentagon  Papers, sometimes explicitly in those words in the 
early years.

To give you a couple of examples, and again let me emphasize I 
do not think it was the major  thin g there: Apr il 1945, the United  
States, supporting the reconstitu tion of French authority,  urged a 
more liberal patte rn, specifically liberalizat ion of restrict ive French 
economic policies for the protection of American interests.

It, was urged tha t France  move to grant autonomy to its colonies 
or the people may embrace ideologies contra ry to our own or develop 
a Pan  Asiatic movement against all western powers, and it was fur ther  
urged in the same statement tha t open door policies be pursued.

By 194G, December it was noted that  the  “French appear to realize 
no longer possible to maintain  closed door here and non-French in
terests will have chance to participate in unquestioned rich economic 
possibilities.”

Although the resources of Indochina in fact are repeatedly men
tioned, T could give you some references-----

The Chairman. Dr. Chomsky, I think you made that point.
Mr. Chomsky. Yes.

political accommodation obstacle to settlement

The Chairman. Before I yield to my colleagues, I want to bring 
this down to a thin g you said in the beginning which I think  is 
implicit  in the testimony of both. You cited Dr. Kissinger's recent 
statement tha t the only obstacle to settlement is the  political accom
modation. I interpret  this to mean that the acceptance of a Commu
nist regime, no mat ter how it comes to power, is utterly unacceptable 
to this Government, and tha t this recent move as of the day before 
yesterday is still based upon the same basic objectives. I am re
minded when I  t ried  to elicit from Secretary  Rusk what was our ob
jective in Vietnam—I said to him, “If  we win. what do we win?” 
I never did get an answer of any consequence. Of course, they never 
accepted the idea tha t you are promoting: that is the fear tha t if 
we allowed Communism to develop from indigenous forces, and ef
fective regime might  be created which would be a model and an 
attractive  one to other communities. It was always on some other 
basis, as you know, and cer tainly the domino theory as then presented
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was always in milit ary terms, tha t is, in the sense tha t it would be 
a conquest.

Applying this to the present situation, I would like both of you to 
comment before I allow myself to yield to my colleagues. Is it your 
belief tha t this recent move is based upon the same assumption that 
we, under no circumstances, are going to permit  a Communist regime 
to take place, whether it be by elections or by the will of the people 
or any other way? When the Administration  saw tha t Vietnamiza- 
tion was not working—in other words, we could not succeed in cre- 

< ating  a client regime which would allow us to do what we pleased
there—then they would take this drastic  action.

I would like both of you, if you would, to try  to interpret,  as a 
consequence o f this inquiry, how you assess the  present situation, 

r
PRESENT SITUATION IN  VIETNAM

I wonder, Dr. Schlesinger. if you would sta rt on this since we have 
just heard Dr. Chomsky. Wha t is your assessment of the present 
situation  and is there  any possibility of a political negotiated set
tlement of the war as it now goes on in Vietnam.

Mr. S ciilesinger. I think the present situation is discouraging evi
dence of the extent to which intelligence does not rule our public 
affairs. It  seems to me President  Nixon in his speeches of the last 
2 weeks, including the one at the Connally barbecue, has reproduced 
nearly all the fallacies, with the single exception of the thre at of 
China, tha t have marked the evolution of our policy d uring all these 
years.

I think tha t he believes them. Perhaps Mr. Chomsky would disa
gree. But when the President invokes the Munich, analogy,  when he 
says if  we do not stand here there is going to be trouble in the Middle 
East , and so on. I th ink that is a perfect ly genuine belief. I t is a belief 
tha t Secretary Rusk had and it is a belief, as I  said in my statement, 
tha t many people grew up with after the thirt ies—the notion that 
appeasement is the  inevitable precui'sor of renewed aggression is one 
deeply implanted in their minds. I am af raid  President Nixon has not 
recognized the extent to which the  world has changed and the extent 

, to which there is a vast difference between North Vietnam, on the one
hand, and Nazi Germany, on the other.

To this degenerate idea of collective security, in which I think he 
honestly believes, he has added the suggestion that  his personal pres- 

‘ tige is somehow involved. He puts it outside himself a b it by talking
about “ respect for the  office of the Presidency.’' What he really seems 
to mean is a desire to avoid what he would regard  as political or 
personal humiliat ion. But  with extraordin ary insensitivity lie is un
able to see that  he is try ing  to avoid this at the expense of inflicting 
comparable personal and political humiliat ion on other people.

Why a President of the United States should suppose th at  North  
Vietnam and the Soviet Union would find acceptable a public humi lia
tion which he would not accept himself I cannot imagine. The effort 
to control foreign policy by ultimatums, of the kind that President 
Nixon declared on Monday night, is a very dangerous effort.

I think the fallacies in his approach are abundant. l i e  has added, 
I would say, one other fallacy to his collection; and that is the notion 
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that the Soviet. Union can deliver Hanoi. This notion has always 
dogged him. Tie has never been able to  unde rstand tha t the  age of the 
superpowers is over. The big states are  as often captives of the ir client 
states as they are able to dominate these client states. North Vietnam 
is a nat ional state which has been figh ting th is war for  20 years and is 
not going to be much deflected by the  preferences of the Soviet Union 
or of Peking, nor indeed can the Soviet Union be expected to b lack
mail Hanoi by cutting off aid to it and still mainta in any kind of 
position in the Communist world.

So I would think that, this  is a—on its surface—a non-starter, quite 
apart, from the. technical fac t that nothing we do in mining the harbo r 
at Hanoi is going to affect milita ry operations by the North  V ietna
mese in South Vietnam for  many weeks.

I think the only possible hope in this speech is in the theory that , 
under a mask of truculence, President Nixon proposes to beat a retreat. 
The only sticking point in preventing a negotiated settlement has 
been the belief of this Administration tha t the retention of a non- 
Communist government in Saigon is of vital interest to the U.S. Had 
we been willing to stand aside from the Saigon Government, I am 
assured by people who were involved in the Pa ris negotiations in 1968, 
we could have gotten a negotiated settlement in December 1968 or 
Jan uary 1969. But President Johnson was unwilling to follow the 
advice of Governor Harr iman  and Secretary Clifford, wdio favored 
standing aside from the Saigon regime. The Vietnamization policy 
tied the U.S. Government even more closely to the Saigon Government 
because Vietnamization could succeed only as the Saigon Government 
became stronger.

BASTS OF U.S. NEGOTIATIONS

Vietnamization and negotiation always seemed to me to be incom
patible. Now Vietnamization has collapsed; and the interes ting thing 
was that when the Presiden t listed in his speech the conditions which 
Hanoi must meet before he would stop mining the harbors, he did not 
say anything  about the Saigon Government. But Mr. Chomsky tells 
me that, in the Kissinger testimony, which I have not yet had an op
portunity to read, Henry  Kissinger does seem to cling still to the no
tion of the preservation of a reliably non-Communist government in 
Saigon.

As long as th at is the basis of our negotiations, it seems to me our 
negotiat ing efforts are a fake because we know th is result will not be 
accepted by the  other side. F or better or for worse, that is the fact of 
the situation. If  we want a negotiated  settlement we will have to stand 
aside from the Thieu Government and let the internal processes of 
South Vietnam politics, whatever they may be, yield a result which 
mav be unpalatable to us.

The Chairman. Do you wish to comment on that briefly?

PRESENT POLICY THREATENS NUCLEAR WAR

Mr. Chomsky. Yes. I am in general agreement with this. I  do believe 
tha t the present policy threatens nuclear war, and that  it is wholly 
irrational on the ground of any interest of any segment of American 
society. My only difference is I would trace thi s irra tionality  to around 
1960.'
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WH ETH ER SOVIET UNIOX  CAN DELIVER HAN OI

As to the question of whether the Soviet Union can deliver Hanoi, 
which Mr. Schlesinger raises, this is not a Nixon-Kissinger invention, 
and I thin k we should understand  how deeply rooted this  is in our 
policy. One of the most remarkable  revelations in the Pentagon Pa 
pers, to my mind, is th at the historians were able to discover only one 
staff paper, of all the intelligence agencies in a record of over two 
decades, th at trea ted the North Vietnamese interests as if they might 
be independent, as if North Vietnam might  be anyth ing other than  
merely an agency of internationa l communism.

Now, the intelligence community is paid to get the facts stra ight, 
not to talk  about how Ho Chi Minh is an agent of Kremlin aggression. 
Yet the intelligence community, if the Pentagon Pape rs historians 
really searched the files and this  is all they could find, even the intel li
gence community was unable to express the fact tha t North  Vietnam, 
like everyone else, including the NLF, has thei r own interests which 
are often decisive. I t was always assumed tha t somebody was con
trol ling the North Vietnamese, it  was coming from outside.

Now we are asking the Soviet Union to impose constrain ts in the 
utter ly vain hope that it can call off the  Vietnamese enemy, the Viet
namese resistance forces, and I think that again we may use the 
context of heightened confron tation to carry  out a heightened esca
lation of the war in Vietnam, including, perhaps an amphibious 
Marine landing in the north  or something else which might be quite 
intolerable to public opinion in itself but might very well be damp
ened, in a sense, by the grea t global confrontation, the missile crisis 
atmosphere, which i t appears the President is driving toward.

ISSUE OF INTERNA L SOUTH VIETNAMESE ACCOMMODATION

Now, Henry Kissinger in the comments quoted yesterday, assuming 
again that the quotes are accurate, said tha t the only issue on which 
negotiations have broken down is the formation of a coalition govern
ment which will then negotiate with the PRG (Provisional Revolu
tionary Government of South Vietnam). In other words, the nego
tiations have broken down entirely on the issue of whether there will 
be an internal South Vietnamese accommodation.

I think, assuming he is quoted correctly, tha t tha t expresses with 
great  clarity the weakness of the American position, and the essence 
of the American position over a 25-year period.

COMMUNIST GOVERNMENT TAKEOVER THROUGH ELECTIVE PROCESS

Senator Percy. Mr. Chairman, I did not hear the answer to a very 
important par t of your question, and 1 think  it should be clarified for 
the record. A par t of the question that you asked is whether or not 
there is a policy that  our Government has adopted tha t we would 
permit a Communist government to take over through the elective 
process, and I think for the record-----

The Chairman. Any process.
Senator P ercy. And I think for the record, it should be clarified 

tha t Dean Rusk made tha t eminently clear and this administration
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has made it  eminently clear that  we would accept a Communist gov
ernment if it were imposed bv the elective process, but not by force. 

Mr. Chomsky. If I may comment on that.
The Chairman. You may clarify it. I myself had interpreted it 

to mean we would not accept it.
Mr. C homsky. Yes.
Senator P ercy. Statements have been made.
Mr. Chomsky. Sta tements have been made but with some interest 

ing conditions; namely, tha t this victory by the Communist govern
ment has to be within the constitutional framework of Vietnam, which 
happens to exclude communism, and within a system of laws which 
happen to regard certain kinds of pro-communist activities as a crime 
punishable by death.

In  fact, it is laws of tha t sort which are the legal basis for the 
Phoenix program of assassination and “neutra lization,” so-called, of 
Viet Cong infra structure or political representa tives of the XLF. 
Obviously, under those laws. Dean Rusk can sav very easily tha t he 
will permit a Communist victory, namely, within a constitutional 
framework which does not permit  them to function or talk  even with
out being sentenced to death.

The Chairman. Ifow do you express it ?
Mr. Scitlesinger. In the first place, T am doubtful as to what extent 

national  elections, western style elections, express the historical and 
cultural processes of Vietnam. It  has never seemed to me that this is 
necessarily a useful way of solving these problems unless it reflects 
customs and tradi tions of the country.

In addition , looked at practically, the system of repression and 
control which General Thieu has preserved and expanded in South 
Vietnam would make any such elections as much of a farce or a 
trasredy as the last election.

The Chairman. I had assumed you both agreed tha t an election 
completely free of our or the present government's control, would not 
be acceptable. This has been the  sticking point all along. I assumed. 
Perhaps i t is well that you clarified it.

C O M M U N IC A TIO N S BETW EEN  CONG RESS AN D EX EC UTI VE ON  FO RE IG N PO LI CY

I am going to ask this last question. Do either of you think the 
Congress can do anything about this in view of the almost complete 
embargo on communications between the Congress and the executive 
on foreign policy, as demonstrated as late as the day before yesterday.

Mr. Scitlesinger. I  think  t ha t the Congress has been treated with 
contempt over the last few weeks, not to speak over the  last several 
years. In  my statement I acknowledged a certain sense of complicity 
myself in promoting uncritical theories of a strong Presidency that  
have helped shape the mood tha t led to this contempt for the Con
gress. Senator Jav its and T had certain  differences about the war powers 
bill, but, though the exact form of the  bill had distressed me, I  hoped 
tha t the act of the Senate in passing tha t hill would have a chastening 
effect upon the Executive. Yet the week afte r the Senate passed that 
bill, the President took new and drastic  action without any form of 
effective congressional consultation.



I l l

Impeachment is a possible remedy, but  i t is entire ly impractical at this stage. Perhaps members of the Senate can go to the people and make this an election issue. Given the technical obstacles to controlling  an Executive who does not wish to be controlled, the only way he can be controlled is to  make i t clear that it is politically fata l for him if lie does not undertake a degree of cooperation.
The Chairman. Do you have any comment on that before I yield to Senator Symington?
Mr. Chomsky. Only one thing, I do not know what to suggest to Congressmen, I would not presume to do so, but I th ink whatever they 

do i t should be done rapid ly and energetically. It  is not  only the fate of Indochina that hangs in the balance at this  po int but, it seems to me, possibly that the thre at of nuclear war is to be taken quite seriously at  th is stage. Henry Kissinger is a man who made his academic reputation with books in which he urged tha t we be willing to face the risks of Armageddon in order  to win limited conflicts, and I believe, as I inte rpre t what  is happening now in Government, that is 
precisely now what the Government is doing. The urgency of th is, I  do not think can be overstressed.

APP ROPR IA TIO NS CUTOFF

Air. Schlesinger. May I add one thing, I think  the action of the Democratic caucus in supporting  the appropria tions  cutoff is something th at should be pressed. Also Henry  Kissinger developed theories 
of nuclear war in the fifties but abandoned them or recanted in the sixties.

Senator J avits. I t should be brought out that before the Democratic caucus acted this committee acted in a completely bipa rtisan way for a funds cut off.
The Chairman. Senator Symington.

TH EO RY OF  FLEX IB LE RE SP ON SE

Senator  Symington. Dr. Schlesinger, in your statement you say something tha t interests me a great  deal. I came into Government before the end of World  War I I  for a few months and have stayed here every since. You can only at times wonder, how did we get into this so deeply. I often ask it of myself. I notice th at you say, “Thus arose the counterinsurgency mystique” and then go oil to talk  about the origin  of the theory of flexible response.
Some time ago another member of the White House staff of  Dresden! Kennedy and I were t alkin g about this flexible response business. Most of my Government experience has been in connection with the milita ry. It  seems tha t here you have hit  something very im

portant. I asked him about it, flexible response, and I  found he h ad apprehensions about it also.
It  seems the suggestions you have at the end of your statement  justi fy your  apprehension, because these would not have to be suggested if it was not for this new concept of flexible response. One of the saddest things th at has happened, to  the country, in my opinion, is the secrecy surrounding nuclear  power. It  has prevented much of the
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use of tha t power which would also help us with the prevention of 
pollution  and waste. I have said before tha t in a 6-day visit to Eu 
rope with the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Committee, I  learned 
more about the true military power than in 18 years on the Armed 
Services Committee and a decade on th is committee. I  would ask you, 
do you believe in the theory of flexible response? I t is a difficult 
question, bu t after  all. who is going to attack the United States  with 
some 5,700 nuclear warheads, Polaris submarines, et cetera. Reading 
other points you make at the end of your s tatment, why do we have to  
have this concept of Pax Americana when anybody who a ttacked us 
today knows they would be committing suicide?

Mr. Sciilesinger. Let me answer tha t as frankly as I can. I  was 
strongly in favor  of the  concept of flexible response in  the fifties and 
in the sixties, early sixties. It  seemed to me we were in a dangerous 
situation when the only alternat ives we faced if there were a mili
tary challenge would be either the use of  nuclear weapons or no re
sponse at all. Therefore, I strongly supported the new strategy  tha t 
Secretary McNamara b rought  in.

His purpose in doing so, as we all remember, was to create alterna
tives to nuclear  warfare in Europe, and that  seemed to me a t the time 
of the Berlin crisis of 1961 and so on, a useful thin g to  do. It  seemed 
to me then the more mili tary  options, tha t existed, the better the chance 
of avoiding the resort to nuclear warfare.

I think that, in retrospect, the more options tha t were created the 
greater the temptation to use them. Had  we stuck to the more rigid 
and, to my mind, less intellectually defensible “massive re talia tion” 
strategy we would not have diversified our forces in such a way as to 
enable us easily to undertake the Vietnam adventure. I t would not 
have excluded it because as we showed at the time of Korea we could, 
if necessary, put, forces on the field quickly; but it was much easier 
when, as in Vietnam, we had well diversified forces in being.

Moreover, in 1961 there was crisis in Central Europe. Today if  
Willy Bra ndt  can get his t reatie s through the Bundestag we may be 
entering a period where there will be. in effect a settlement of the 
terr itor ial issues raised in the Second W orld War.  This, too, seems 
to me to reduce the  need for forces prepared to leap in at the drop 
of a hat.

I am not an expert, on the  defense budget : but it would seem to me- 
tha t, so long as we maintain a nuclear deterrent which can survive a 
first strike, our need for  conventional diversified forces is now much 
reduced. The existence of such forces creates a tem ptation which I  am 
not sure is beyond our capacity to resist.

Senator  Symington. Thank you.
Dr. Chomsky, would you comment ?

WHE RE  LIMITED  WARS W ILL BE FOUGTIT

Mr. Chomsky. Yes, I have a rather different approach to th at ques
tion, a somewhat more skeptical one. I  t hink  we should ask ourselves 
where those limited wars are to be fought, where is the limited re
sponse to be exercised, where is counter-insurgency to take place. I  do 
not believe tha t it would be in the slightest  bit realistic to assume that 
it will happen in Berlin. A real confron tation between the great  powers
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so far as I can see, would have every probability of escalating very rapidly to a high level nuclear confrontation.
On the other hand, limited wars will be fought in countries like Vietnam.

USE OF THEORY OF FLEXIBLE RESPONSE

The technology of counter-insurgency will be used in Lat in America, and in my view, the theory of limited war, flexible response, and counter-insurgency, was an effort, very much like those 1 discussed earlier, to find a way to  enlist the popular support of the American 
people for the very costly effort of crushing indigenous movements in the areas where the limited wars would be fought; enlisting their suppor t by making it  appear  to be somehow a m atter  of grea t power conflict which, of course, every American citizen must be very seriously concerned with.

I do not see any way now or in 1958 at the time of the Draper 
Committee discussions, that  this whole ideology or technology had anyth ing to do with our conflicts, which are quite real, with our great power rivals. They had to do with our efforts to maintain control of weak societies, and the same is true  of much of the technology th at is being developed today, as I see it.

Consider, for example, the automated battlefield which General 
Westmoreland is so happy about and which costs billions of dollars. Nobody believes that the Soviet Union can be strewn with detectors 
and sensors and tha t we can have helicopters flying over it sending signals to central computers. Ridiculous. This is the kind of technology tha t can be used in wars agains t the weak. I thin k this is characteristic of this whole system of flexible response, and, inciden tal
ly, again the Soviet Union mirrors us on this matter.

PRICE OF GOLD

Senator  Symington. Right now we are talk ing about the political, military, economic, and moral problems incident to this recent escalation. I noticed in this morning’s paper th at the price of gold was over $54 an ounce in London. We raised the monetary price of gold from $35 to $38, but at the same time it  must be remembered convertabili ty was suspended last August. Now it is c lear the $38 price is fictitious 
based on the actual gold price. One expression going out of our language is th at the dolla r is as good as gold.

DIVERSION OF U.S.  RESOURCES AND ENERGIES

If  we are going to do the th ings now everybody increasingly realizes we must do at  home so as to keep the people believing in the system, I do not see how we can continue to stand this gigant ic cost. Would you comment?
Mr. Chomsky. I thin k that  is accurate. As I  said before, I  am op

posed to American imperial intervention when it  succeeds or when it 
fails but the fact of the matter is th at from 1965 at least—we could argue about the  earlier  years, but at least from 1965 the intervention 
seems to me largely irra tional and increasingly whollv ir rational on 
whatever cynical motivations  one wants to accept. Weli, just  consider,
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for example, our trad e relationships with Jap an,  the trade balance 
with Jap an  which everyone is really upset about, and properly so.
That trade balance sh ifted in 1965. Until then we always had a favo r
able trade  balance with Japan.  The weakening of American capi talism 
with respect to its industrial rivals dates very precisely from thi s pe
riod, and at this point, even earlier, as I said, but certainly  at this  
point the war lost its rational  imperial  motivations, which I disap 
proved of, and became irra tional . This is, of course, not the first time 
in the history of empire tha t a g reat  empire has to rn itself to pieces 
by the irrational insistence of winning local wars and drain ing its ,
energies and its resources in doing so.

Senator  Symington. I)r . Schlesinger, would you comment?
Mr. Schlesinger. Yes, sir, I absolutely agree with you. I thin k 

much of our domestic troubles, and much of our incapacity to deal with ,
them, has been a consequence of the diversion lioth of resources and 
attention to what, so far  as the interests of the United States  are con
cerned, is a purely marginal and local problem on the other side of 
the world. The domestic economic consequences of Vietnam and the 
international economic consequences of Vietnam, horr ifying as is the 
slaughter and destruction, are another price this country will pay for 
some time.

Senator Symington. Th ank you, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you, gentlemen.
The C hairman. Senator Percy.

COM M EN DATI ON OF W IT N ESSES

Senator  P ercy. Mr. Chairm an, I  would like to  comment first on the 
quality  of the  hearings we have had and the  testimony. I think both 
papers make a great contribut ion to our understand ing of this prob
lem, and certainly I  think the staff and the C hair in call ing these hea r
ings at this parti cular time, not knowing how important they would 
be, had a great  deal of foresight.

W H E T H E R  VIE T CONG W ER E IN DIG ENOUS

Professor Chomsky, you describe the Viet Cong as indigenous. Was (
not the Viet Cong organized by people who went north afte r 1954? 
Although they obviously had  local support, was not the control ult i
mately from Hanoi ?

Mr. Chomsky. Well, in the years up to 1959 there  was no return, ,
to anyone’s knowledge, of any southern regroupees. The southern 
regroupees according to American intelligence, began returning in 
1959. According to the Pentagon Pape rs history, questionable in my 
opinion, it was determined bv a meeting of the Central Committee 
of the Communist Party  of North Vietnam in May 1959. However, 
in March 1959, President Diem a lready said tha t he had an Algerian 
war on his hands and, in fact, the level of insurgency was extremely 
high at that, poin t. Lot me. rath er than  go on with this, just  simply 
refe r to what is probablv the most outstand ing source on it, a recent 
study  by Jeffrey Race, “War Comes to Long A n,” the  most extensive 
study on this matte r, which shows quite clearly that  the insurgency 
was very much in progress, an indigenous war, in 1959; tha t the south-
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crn regroupees then gave a good deal of substance to it as they returned 
to thei r own areas and took part in the insurgency, which I see no way of objecting to frank ly, and then by 1965 the North  Vietnamese camo in. Roughly, tha t is the picture .

IIO  C II I M IN I l’s  OFF ER TO U.S.  OF ECO NOMIC  ROLE IN  VIE TNAM

Senator P ercy. I happen to concur with the conclusions t ha t Dr. 
Schlesinger has come to on the economic goals. But, Professor  Chom
sky, II o Chi Minh offered the U.S. a pr ime economic role in Vietnam 1914 th rough  1964. Why, if we were so interested in economic advantage according to you, did  we not seize thi s opportunity?

Mr. Chomsky. Because it was recognized, as Dean Acheson put  it very clearly, th at IIo  Chi Minh is a Communist and, therefore, every
thing else is irrelevant. The point  is that an outside industrial power 
can have only a very limited, and not a very profitable, role in the development of what is called a Communist society. Wha t is now 
called communism, which in my opinion has not much to do with trad itional  communism, is a system of independent development, mo
bilization of the population, a society using its own resources for internal development, not orienting itself toward  eithe r the world 
marke t or toward the  needs of the indust rial powers. I think  that  was 
understood and it was fo r tha t reason that, in a sense, rationally,  I Io Chi Minh’s offer was rejected.

U. S.  ECONOMIC rO LI CY TOWARD EAS TERN EUR OPE

Senator  Percy. Here we have a strange case of a United States, 
pre-eminent economically, supposedly obsessed by economic goals, and yet is it not true today th at the  same Neanderthal thinking  prevails 
and has permi tted us to get into a condition to exclude ourselves 
essentially from the fastest growing markets  in the world in Eastern Europe, where today we are doing $350 million worth of business, and the rest of the western world is doing $8 billion worth of business 
in the very kind of items tha t we are able to  supply. They would like 
to buy from us, but we simply have let  politics becloud our  thinking. Is no t this same mentality really  true  today ?

Mr. Chomsky. Well, I  would only very par tial ly agree with that . I 
agree it is irrational from an economic point of view to refuse to 
trade with Eastern Europe and tha t is a case, one of the cases, where ideology overcame rational self-interest.

But sti ll, the m ajor concern of any capita list power, in my opinion, 
for  economic development, elsewhere will not merely be in trade , it will be in investment, it  will be in the possibilities of  expanding indus
try , even of exporting indus try overseas. For example, one of the things we are doing in Asia is expor ting American productive capac
ity. Natu rally  it will flow toward  places where wages are lower and 
where industr ial unrest  can be controlled, and so on and so forth . In vestment, access to st rategic materials, to  raw materials,  opportunities 
for placing industria l capacity overseas, the uso of the labor force 
overseas, all of these things are very important to an expanding indus
trial power, and though  trade  is one of those many factors it is by no means the only one.
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American policy was based on the  feeling tha t we could somehow 
prevent the closing off of these areas in other respects, if we only 
stopped tradin g with them. T hat  could not have been the case and it 
is not the case but, of course, even the fullest  trade with, say, Eastern 
Europe would sti ll be of only limited interest  to an expanding indus
tria l capita list power.

LITT LE  EVIDENCE  OF ECONOM IC CON CER N IN  PENTAGON PAPER S

Mr. Schlesinger. Could I  comment jus t briefly on a couple of these? 
I will not repeat why I do not th ink tha t the  economic factors  played 
much role or why I think our vital economic relat ionships  are with 
industr ialized and not non-industrialized countries. I do thin k it is 
interest ing in such vast volume of paper  as the Pentagon documents 
there is so l ittle  evidence of economic concern. I t is necessary to pull 
out of context a few statements and most of them have to do with 
the situation of  Japa n and not of American capitalism.

U. S.  POLICY IN  VIET NA M BASED ON EUROPEA N REASO NS

I would add that , so far  as the  decisions of 1944, 1945, 1946 were 
concerned, they were made by a United States which was focusing on 
Europe , and the real reason I think as to  why we acquiesced in the 
British-French  imperial determination—the Brit ish determination to 
put the French back and the French determination to go back into 
Indochina—was because of our concern with the French situation  in 
Europe. We were persuaded by the French Government’s statements 
that the loss of Indochina would be a grea t blow to them, that it 
would weaken them. And, given the very chancey and precarious situ 
ation in E urope in 1947, 1948, particular ly in the year just  before the 
Marshal l Plan , we went along for that reason. In  other words, our 
policy in Vietnam was based, in t ha t period, essentially on European 
reasons rather than on Asian reasons.

IN IT IA TI VE S TO EXPAN D TRADE W IT II  CO MMU NIST  WORLD

Senator Percy. I  presume both of you would support the in itiatives 
being taken now to expand trade wi th the Communist world.

Mr.  Chomsky. Yes.
Mr. Schlesinger. OK by me.

U. S.  POLIC Y TOWARD CUBA

The Chairman. Will the Senator  yield for  a question on th at point ? 
IIow do you explain the completely adamant attitude toward  any 
review of our policy toward Cuba? The only explanation I see here 
is the one you have been giving. I introduced a resolution and had a 
hearing on it, but the administration absolutely did  not want  to even 
review it. They do not want us to review it. They want  it to stay 
exactly where it  is. This is a s trange  th ing to me.

Mr. Chomsky. 'Well, the Alliance for Progress  was an effort to con
tain  the “ideological expansion” of Cuba, the influence of its possible 
success. I  would suggest tha t if one could look in on the internal papers



117

<j {  t he  a dm in ist ra tio n they  w ould show a d eep concern th at  th e Ca str o 
reg ime might  be reverse d.

Th e C hairm an . I f  the y succeeded.
Mr. Chom sky . Ce rta in ly  it  w ould be lik ely  to succeed with  norm al 

re la tio ns  w ith  i ts in du st ria l------
Th e Chairm an . And  it  assum es au tom ati ca lly  th at  is inhe rent ly  

bad. is  th a t co rre ct ?
Mr. Chom sky . I t assum es it is au tom ati ca lly  b ad when it occurs in 

Cub a, in th e Do minican Republic, anyw here in the Am erican  con
trol led world .

Th e Chairm an . W hy  is it no t ba d when it succeeds  in Ru ma nia  or 
Bul ga ria or  Russia ?

Air. Chom sky . I t  was  con sidered bad the re.  In  fac t, in  th e ea rly  
pe rio d when  you look  back a t 1943 and  1944------

Th e C hairm an . I I ow do  you reconcile tha t wi th ou r a tti tu de  to wa rd 
Chi na  an d Russia, an d here the Se na tor is ta lk in g about be tte r trad e 
■which I  am for . I  cann ot  un de rst an d why th is  rea sonin g wou ld no t 
ap pl y to  Cub a as well as the o ther s.

Mr . Chom sky . Well , I  th in k so, excep t the  ad min ist ra tio n has ap 
pa re nt ly  giv en up  th e lon g-h eld  hope th at  Ch ina  wou ld unde rgo an 
in te rn al  collapse . A ft er  all , th is hope was  h eld  ce rta in ly  by ou r St ate 
Dep ar tm en t officials, it  was  exp ressed to  me ma ny tim es in th e lat e 
six ties, th at Ch ina wou ld undergo  an in ternal  col lapse an d become a 
soc iety  of  wa rlo rds and, you remember, peop le like  Joe Alsop  in 1962 
wer e pr ed ic tin g a des cen din g sp ira l which  would  lead to th e disin te 
gr at io n of  t he  reg ime , and on th is bas is it was assumed  we should  do 
ou r bes t to  try  to  contr ibute  to the  inab ili ty  of Ch ina  to  un de rta ke  
in te rn al  deve lopm ent.

I  th in k by now th at hop e has been lar ge ly  lost  an d othe r sorts  of  
rel ati ons hav e g row n up.

Air. Schlesinger . As  a cig ar  smoke r I  hav e lon g been  fo r im 
prov ing rel ati on s wi th  Cuba. Mr . Chomskv  said he could not th ink 
of  rev olu tion, whi ch we did  no t im me dia tely iden tif y as Com 
mu nis t and did  not  tr y  to subvert  or  prevent. Th ere  have been,  of 
course, some in Lat in  Am erica,  t he  Bo liv ian  r evolu tion of  1952 which  
na tio na liz ed  the t in  mines an d which  was even accepted  by a business  
dominated  ad min ist ra tio n,  th e Eisen howe r ad min ist ra tio n.  Ac tuall y, 
whe n the Cuban  rev olu tio n its el f too k place, there was  con sidera ble  
reluct anc e on ou r part  to say  i t was C ommunis t, so m uch  so th a t Am 
bassa dor Ear l Sm ith  ha d wri tte n a very bi tter  book den ouncing  the 
Eisen howe r St ate Dep ar tm en t fo r n ot  r eco gnizing th is,  as he thou gh t, 
as a C ommunis t revolu tion.

I  can  rem ember  Ca str o com ing  to  Camb ridge , Mass ., in 1959 and 
speakin g at  the H ar var d sta diu m.  He  was in tro duced by AIcGeorge 
Bu ndy.

The. rev olu tion i n Per u in 1966 has  im pose d a ll sorts  of l im ita tio ns —- 
of  a kin d T g enera lly  sup po rt—on t he  ac tiv ities  of  Ame rican firms.  No 
one has cal led  th is  rev olu tion Com munis t, so I  th in k there have  been 
a numb er of  inst anc es where  such rev olu tio ns  have not pro duced  wh at  
Air. Cho msky des crib ed as an  inva ria ble an d au tom ati c Am eri can 
reactio n.

Air. Chomsky . I  th in k Mr . Schle sin ger m ish eard wh at I  sa id. I  d id  
no t say we put  d own  an y rev olu tion w hic h app ea red any where . AVe did
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not, fo r ex ample , p ut  down th e C hinese  revolu tion, to  tak e a b et te r case, 
bu t I  said a good  cri terio n to  de termine  w ha t we do is th a t those ele
ments  in othe r societ ies which  are  most ame nab le to  open ing  t h a t so
cie ty to Am erican  pe ne tra tio n are  the  ones we wil l su pp or t;  and th at  
was  exact ly th e case, fo r example, in the Bo liv ian  rev olu tion. Ei sen
how er, qu ite  in tel lig en tly  on  h is assum ption, s up po rte d t he  m ost  r ig ht 
wing  g roup  th at ha d any chance of  po pu la r su pp or t, an d in  10 years 
th a t p olicy w as success ful an d-----

Mr . Sciilesinger. He accepted th e success of  the rev olu tion.
Mr. Chomsky . Whic h was the grou p th a t hea ded , th e mo st ri ght 

wing-----
VIET NA M POLIC Y OF KE NN ED Y AD MINISTRA TIO N

Se na tor  P ercy. S upp ose  we ge t bac k to the ques tion . In  yo ur  t es ti
mon y you ind ica ted  in  a very cand id sta teme nt  th a t Vi etn am  pol icy  
was no t the  K enn edy  ad min is trat ion’s finest h our. W he n t he  Kennedy  
ad min ist ra tio n took office in ea rly  1961, th e U.S.  m ili ta ry  presence in 
South  V iet nam was ab out w ha t the  G eneva Accords allowed , 685 men. 
an d ye t by Ma y 1961 Pr es iden t Ke nnedy appro ved th e dep loyment to 
Vietn am  of  about. 400 special forces, th a t is troops, an d in iti at ed  a 
cov ert wa r cam paign  ag ains t N or th  Vie tnam.

As a  mem ber of that  ad min ist ra tio n,  an d a n im po rtan t official wi thi n 
it,  can  you shed any  ligh t as to  why Pr es iden t Ke nnedy an d his  top  
advis ers  thou gh t th at  th is  i m po rta nt  e sca lation,  sig nif ica nt escalat ion  
of  U .S.  in volvem ent  was n ecessa ry or  desira ble?

Mr. Sciilesinger. I  can  shed  no light on it bey ond  wh at ap pe ars 
in  t he  Pe ntag on  P ap ers. I  was  n ot  invo lved my sel f in-----

Se na tor P ercy. Fr om  w ha t you do know, can you g ive  me the back
gro un d?  Were  you associated  wi th th e admi nistr at ion at  th a t t ime?

Mr.  Scttlesinger. I  w as a ssoc iated. I  was  too b usy  plann in g th e Bay 
of  P igs . [L au gh ter.]

I  can  only  sp ecu late  th at , as the  P en tago n P ap er s sugges t, there  was 
a fee lin g th at  the sit ua tio n was ge tti ng  worse and th a t it cou ld be 
stiff ened by t he  insert  ion o f a sm all numb er o f A merican troops. Th ere  
was a ga ther ing coun ter ins urgency mystiq ue,  a pernicio us illusion 
th at influenced the  Ke nnedy admi nistr at ion.  Pr es iden t Ke nnedy was 
mostly  c oncerned du ring  th at pe rio d no t w ith  Vietn am  b ut  with  Laos. 
He was t ry in g to  reverse the  p olicv of  th e Eisen howe r a dm in ist ra tio n 
on Laos; he was tryi ng  to br in g Souvanna Phouma . whom  the  State  
Dep ar tm en t reg ard ed  as a Comm unist,  bac k into the pic tur e. This 
applies,  I  th ink,  to Se na tor Fulb ri ght’s quest ion abo ut Cu ba ; chang
ing a pol icy , as we all know , is ext rem ely  difficult, when the burea uc
rac y ha s a vested in terest in th e policy. Th e in ter na l opp osi tion to 
ch an ging  t he  poli cy on Laos was  very intense.  I t  took Av ere ll H arr i
ma n, a ma n of  conside rabl e per sis tence,  a ye ar  to tu rn  it  b ack.

Se na tor P ercy. W hy  did the ad min ist ra tio n feel they  would  suc
ceed when th e Fr en ch  ha d fa ile d ?

Mr . Sciilesinger. Because  when you  look  at  th e figu res in 1961, 
th er e were  a t th at  poin t, acc ord ing  to  the  embassy  br iefings  in  S aig on, 
15,000 Vie tcong, and there were 250,000 gove rnm ent  t roo ps.  I n  a s itu a
tio n lik e th a t it  was supposed th a t it  wou ld be ra th er  easy to teach 
the governm ent tro ops a few tri ck s an d they  could tak e care  of 
them selves.
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Senator P ercy. H ow did they explain, with this grea t d isparity of 
forces, the inabi lity of the South Vietnamese to cope with the 
situat ion ?

Mr. Sciilesixger. Well, they never did explain it because there were 
differences within the Kennedy administration on tha t point. The 
first sending of American advisers took place in 1962, and for a time 
the policy seemed to be working. Even the Communists called 1962 
Diem's year. There were those like Harriman, Roger Hilsman, and 
Michael Forresta l in the White House who were very dubious as to  

* the depth of th is success and very dubious about the strategic hamlet
program. They felt the problem was essentially political rather  than 
military. But this was the year of the Cuban missile crisis and many 
other things,  and the Pentagon was handl ing Vietnam. It  was a g reat 

I mistake to permit the question to be defined as a milit ary question.

DIEM  regime

Senator  P ercy. Can you give us an insigh t as to discussions tha t 
» might have been car ried on at the time within the administration as

to the strengthens and the frag ility  of the regime th at Diem had im
posed on the country ?

Mr. Sciilesixger. Harrim an and Hilsman were very skeptical of 
the s treng th of the regime. Our general and our ambassador, General 
Hark ins and Ambassador Nolting, were very confident of the st rength 
of the regime. The newspaper stories were fa r more accurate than  the 
top secret cables, and I have often believed our Vietnam policy would 
be much better off i f during the Kennedy admin istrat ion no one had 
ever opened a top secret cable from Saigon and instead read the New 
York Times and Newsweek. I have been skeptical every since about 
Vietnam intelligence.

Senator Percy. Can you add anything  to the charac ter of the pop
ular support or the viabil ity of the Diem regime in your own judg 
ment at tha t time?

Mr. Sciilesixger. I do not think so. I thin k I was as much in
fluenced by Governor Harrima n and also by Ambassador Galbraith, 
who stopped over a t Saigon from time to time, and T was absolutely 

r persuaded they were right in th inking the regime had a very insecure
basis and tha t it was not democratic in any sense. However, t hat  case 
did not have the conclusive visible proof it required until the Bud
dhists riots in the spring of 1963. at which point it was suddenly 

r recognized that the Harrim an analysis was more correct than the
Pentagon analysis.

WH ETH ER IIISTORIAXS WERE CALLED L’POX

Senator P ercy. We have called upon the historians now in hind
sight to give us a perspective of what went on. President Kennedy 
had a gre at interest  in history and a knowledge of it. Can you tell us 
from your own knowledge the input that was called upon, whether his
torians were called upon, to give an insight to the admin istrat ion at 
tha t time when we were making policy decisions as to the very nature 
of the A ietnam situat ion—whether  they had an insurgency or civil 
war situation on the ir hands?
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Mr. Schlesinger. So f ar  as I  know—I do not know about the in
telligence branch of the  CIA but so fa r as I  know—no scholars were 
called upon to give their ideas about it. Indeed, there were very few 
courses given in American universities about Vietnam; very few peo
ple knew about Vie tnam; very few people had experience in the conn- > 
try.  I  think decisions were taken in  an atmosphere of invincible ignor
ance compounded by the  fact, as I mentioned earlier, tha t the State 
Depar tment  had been purged of those people who at least knew China  
very well, and who would have served as the equivalents of our people 
like Bohlen, Thompson and Harriman with regard to the Soviet Union. i

As I  say, T think the inte llectual presumption  involved in our Viet
nam intervention was extra ordinary, and our ignorance was invin
cible and inexcusable.

WHE N HAVE WESTERN POWERS SUCCEEDED I N  SITUATIONS LIKE  VIETNAM ?

Senator  Percy. Has there ever been a situation in your opinion, 
where Western powers have succeeded in meeting a s ituation  similar  
to tha t in Vietnam ?

Mr. Schlesinger. Well. T suppose there have been s ituations in the 
19th century before nat ionalism became crystalized and hardened as it 
lias since become. There have been situations where a Western state has 
been in a country for decades or centuries: the Portuguese are still 
hanging on in Angola and Mozambique and have been there for a long 
time. But for the Americans to come in to Vietnam, a country which 
they knew prac tically nothing about, where none of them spoke Viet
namese, few of them even spoke French, does represent an unusual fief 
in history.

Senator P ercy. Were the example of the British  in Malaya and the 
lin ks  in the Ph ilippines used by the Kennedy administ ration  at all as 
examples of success, or  did they feel tha t the Vietnam situation  was 
entirely different ?

Mr. Schlesinger. Xo. they were, I  think, misled by such successes.
Of course, in 1961 there was a certain analogy perhaps between Malaya 
and Vietnam in the size of the forces involved, though in Malaya 
there was the ethnic differentia tion which did not exist in Vietnam.

But success in the Philippines was made possible by a combination of 
military action and social reform. T hat, too, was important  and indeed, 
as President Kennedy envisaged counter-insurgency, i t was a program 
of social reform. This was unrealistic  because counter-insurgents are 
not ordinarily social reformers.

Senator  P ercy. Mr. Chairman, I have a number of other questions 
but T would like to yield to my colleagues.

The Chairman. Senator Pell ?
Senator  P ell. I thank the Senator from Illinois  for his courtesy.

COMMENDATION of  w it nes s

I admire highly Professor Schlesinger because he has the quality of 
making history simple. I  think so many historians complicate it and 
there are few men like him, Toynbee and others, can make difficult 
ideas lucid and one that we can follow.
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HISTORICAL ANALOGY TO WHE RE WE ARE TODAY

Now following up this same question of Senator Pe rcy’s, T am wondering if from your broad knowledge of history, sweep of history, you could give us an analogy to where we are today. I think  every single idea is repetitious, and, as a rule, every event is repetitious—there is very little tha t is new in the world and very few situations that have not occurred before. I am obviously reminded of the Roman general who on conquering Carthage said, “We have a victory  bu t it  is a desert .” But tha t is a milit ary comment.
I wonder if you saw any historical analogy to where we are today in the past cycles of history  as Toynbee pointed out we are in the 19th.
Mr. Sciilesinoer. I am rather distrustful of historical analogy. I do think,  though, it can be said tha t powers can develop illusions of growing streng th and over-reach themselves and get into trouble. Then if they have any vita lity and sobriety, they learn from th at and moderate thei r ambitions.
I think the process of declination, so to speak, from being a super power to being just another power is a difficult one. It  is one the Briti sh had to go through afte r the Second World War. It  is one tha t countries th at lost great wars like Germany, I taly and Jap an have had to go through. It  is one which we must go through, more on the British  model than  on the other. We must understand that the pretentions tha t have animated our foreign policy do not correspond to the reali-  t ies of either our wisdom or our power, and we must d ivest ourselves of self-righteousness in our rhetoric and in our attitude  toward  the world.

CONTRIBUTION OF COMMITTEE

The process is pa infu l; and I think this committee has contributed to the criticism and reevaluation of American power and its purposes.Senator Pell. I agree with you. It  is our chairman and his hearings which really provided the backdrop after the abdication of President Johnson  to make “peace1' a good word and also “appeasement,” which was not a good word when the chairman first organized these hearings.
IIAS U.S.  POLICY CHANGED WIT HOUT REALIZING IT ?

T am wondering if you have any thoug ht as to the reasons for the turn in our  policy th at we have not perceived in our Nation, but  which certain ly has taken place—now our empathy is automatically extended to those nations who are conservative or milita ristic  and opposed to those who are liberal, revolutionary or civilian. I just used the analogy of various aid  p rograms now where the  various tax dollars are going when we recognize a new country. I think we have changed our policy without  realizing it. I was wondering, one, whether either of you gentlemen would agree with tha t s tatement  and, two, what your view is with regard to the correctness from the viewpoint of our national interest.
Mr. Chomsky. Consistent with what I said before, I do no t think  we changed our policy. I  th ink we are jus t continuing it. For example, Senator Church s subcommittee recently explored the situat ion in
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Brazil , and discovered that our aid to Brazil shot up very rapidly  
afte r the  1964 coup, “revolution” it is called there, which opened Bra
zil to foreign investment, which also shot up rapidly . And as the  AID  
director testified, it was primarily for the benefit of providing a fav
orable climate for investments, that  the  United States  spent $2 billion 
in aid to protect an investment of $1.7 billion. There are many in
stances, it is well to remember, where the United States  has carried 
out policies like those in Vietnam but it has won. We entered Vietnam 
in a serious way in the late forties. That was righ t af ter the experience 
of Greece where counter-insurgency had succeeded in put ting  down a 
mass based indigenous movement rather  like the Vietnam situation in 
many respects.

In Korea, in 1945, though the situation was not entirely  analogous it 
is close enough to be significant. When the American soldiers landed in 
Korea in 1945 they found a functioning Korean Government with 
Communist partic ipation and much leadership as in every country 
where there had been a resistance. It took 5 years to dismantle tha t gov
ernment, to wipe out the labor unions, to ins titute  the regime of  Syng- 
man Rhee, which is in some ways like that  of Diem, a right wing na 
tionalist regime, not like General Thieu but like Diem. The American 
policv was a success, incidentally. I t turned the struggle into a regional 
conflict as was attempted somewhat la ter in Indochina.

One could go on to list other cases where it seems to me essentially 
the same policy is acting itself out. We are try ing  to protect the  “open
ness” of the society and protect these groups th at will maximally offer 
us free access, using aid, counter-insurgency, every possible means that 
is open to us. Sometimes we overreach as in Vietnam in 1965, where it 
no longer seems th at we can crush the mass force as we succeeded in 
Greece.

Senator  P ell. But as a rule, do you not agree i f we give them the 
choice between giving aid to a more conservative or more liberal  gov
ernment at this time, we tend to give the aid to the more conservative 
government as a nation, and my point is our Government policy has 
changed without our people realizing it.

Mr. Chomsky. T do not really see that.
Senator  P ell. You do not?
Mr. Chomsky. No.
Senator  Pell. Greece, Brazil.
Mr. C homsky. These are countries—we would be del ighted to have 

them run free elections. I do not thin k i t would make us stop sending 
aid as long as thev keep the investment climate open.

Mr. Schlesinoer. May I comment on this ?
Senator  Pell. Yes.
Mr. Schlesinoer. I do not th ink there  is any transcendent necessity 

tha t compels us to distinguish between right and leftw ing governments 
and I  do not think historically we have done so. It must be remembered 
during the height of the  cold w ar we found ourselves in a very s trin 
gent situation  with a lot of  terr ible regimes on our side: but nonethe
less during the Truman adminis tration we had the f riendl iest possible 
relations with the democratic socialist regimes of Western Europe. 
With the Kennedy administration the whole point of the  Alliance for 
Progress was an effort to streng then democratic governments and
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parties  in Lat in America. In  both those cases there  were strong forces 
to the r igh t of the  governments  which we preferred . I  remember par
ticular ly the wailing and complaint from American business about 
how the Alliance fo r Progress was supporting people that  they did not 
feel were interested in creating the investment climate of which Mr. 
Chomsky spoke.

So I thin k these things depend upon the charac ter and purposes 
of the Administration  and in the context of the times.

Senator P ell. Than k you.

MEETING  OF HISTORIANS TO EXA MIN E CAUSES OF COLD WAR

One final question, request for comment really, I noticed in the press 
over the weekend there  was a meeting of historians under your 
auspices and tha t in examining the causes of the Vietnam War-----

Mr. Sciilesinger. The cold war.
Senator Pell. I am sorry, the cold war. I  was wondering if you 

could capsulize the opinion of that, group of scholars.
Mr. Sciilesinger. I  do not think there was any consensus. I t was a 

group consisting of both former Government officials and historians.  
A number of the histor ians were revisionists. To make a very quick 
summary, I think tha t the revisionists had a certain impact on the 
others by making it necessary to see much more systematically than 
we have in the past how the situat ion looked from the point of view 
of the Soviet Union. When one does tha t it  is possible to see th at 
acts which each side undertook on what  it considered defensive 
grounds were perceived by the other as intolerably offensive and 
threatening, and that it was tha t kind of misconception and mis
perception tha t played a large role in the transform ing what had 
been a conflict of struggle among nations  into a holy war.

On the other hand, I think the revisionist economic thesis—that, 
for example, we undertook the cold war in order to get investment 
opportunities  in Eastern  Europe—is something for which they pro
vided no evidence and which was generally rejected.

Senator  P ell. Thank you.
Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
The Cttatrman. Senator from New York.
Senator J avits. Thank you.

IS U.S . REALLY PUL LING OUT OF WAR?

Mr. Sciilesinger, based upon yours  and Professor Chomsky’s knowl
edge and views of historv , do you think there is anything to the 
theory that  the President is now engaged in some ploy on a global 
basis, tha t all of this  really is action for the public to digest, and 
tha t behind the scenes we are really pulling out of the Vietnam W ar? 
And we who feel so strongly about his pulling out are prevailing, 
although we do not know it?

Mr. Sciilesinger. Well, I think anything is possible. Tt may be 
possible, as I mentioned earlier, tha t the belligerence of the speech 
was a cover-up for a cave-in. I wish I could really believe that . We 
will know soon enough. Tt seems a possibili ty: but, given the tone of 
the speech and its general continui ty with President  Nixon’s att itude 
on other occasions, it  seems to me a possibility but not a p robability. 

S3 -605 — 73------9
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Senator J avits. W hat do you think, Professor Chomsky?
Mr. Chomsky. I  agree. I  would be delighted  if it were true and I 

eagerly await some evidence for it but I do not see very much. In 
parti cular, Kissinger’s press conference yesterday seems to me to make 
it most improbable.

Senator J avits. I must say, gentlemen, that I agree with you. I 
think all of this  is speculation which can only paralyze such action 
of which we are  capable. I  feel, and I would certain ly welcome any 
comment from you, tha t grea t nations  cannot bluff. If  they try  it 
they can get in terrib le trouble, do you agree with tha t ?

Mr. Schlesinger. I would agree with tha t. Wha t was i t Theodore 
Roosevelt said ?—never bluff unless you are ready to shoot.

WHA T CAN  CONGRESS DO?

Senator J avits. One other thing I would like to ask you, as I was 
not here when you may have developed it  and you both know my deep 
interest, of the role tha t Congress can play.

It  has always seemed to me if the war powers bill were law we 
would have even in this situation a position if an extension of the 
present struggle was so grea t as to constitute a new order of hos tiliti es; 
i.e., an invasion of the north, for example, and that  may st ill be. If  we 
had the bill on the books a very strong  case could be made t ha t the 
mining of Haiphong Harbor is really new, a new war, but in the 
absence of this  law, and considering the fact  that climatically, as you 
have said, Professor Schlesinger, the war powers bill does not seem 
to have convinced the President that he had better pay some attention 
to its procedural philosophy now even though it is not the law. Do 
you feel tha t, and again in ligh t of historica l experience and prece
dent, th at the fund  cut-off route is the only route open to us, except, as 
you said, an appeal to the country or in the election campaign? But 
from the point  of view o f the Congress, is there anything  else that 
either of you can see, o ther than  the fund cut-off route, absent some 
generic law like the war powers bill or some adaptat ion of it?

Mr. Schlesinger. I  do not know what happens when members of 
this body are invited to the White House for a briefing.

The Chairman. They are not. [Laughter. ]
Mr. Schlesinger. I  do no t know what would happen if a deputa 

tion of this  committee of senior Senators  requested a meeting of 
the President  and said in the most urgent and sombre way you are 
concerned about these matters.

The Chairman. Will the Senator yield ? I will explain tha t remark. 
The day before yesterday at the Democratic caucus the leadership 
voted unanimously to instruct the m ajority leader to ask the relevant 
chairman and ranking members of the committees and the minority 
leader, Senator Scott joined, to send a letter  requesting a meeting with 
the Presiden t. That meeting did not take  place until immediately 
before the broadcast. There was absolutely no consultation,  none 
whatsoever.

Senator J avits. You know, if  the  President will not see us, no mat
ter  how eminent our delegation, we will have to find some way of 
dealing with tha t, but give us your opinion as to what you see we
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can do, even though, as our chairman  properly says, perhaps we t ried  
it and it has not worked but, nonetheless, the full catalog of what 
you see we can do could be very valuable to us.

Mr. Chomsky. Well, look, I think there  are a lot of things  tha t Senators can do, up to civil disobedience, for tha t matter.

president’s APPEAL for unity

I think the President  appealed in his speech for unity  of ther American people. That is necessary for the bluff he is trying to carry off and incidentally , I  am not sure i t is a bluff. I  mean, 1 do not know 
what he will do if  Russian ships sta rt loading  and unloading 2 miles 
away from Haiphong  on the beach. I think you have to show him 
tha t unity is not  there but there is a real commitment to stop it, and that kind of commitment can be shown in many ways. If  tha t com
mitment  is not shown I do not thin k he is going to pay any atten tion to congressional resolutions.

president’s disregard of legislation

In  fac t, I  was interested to notice tha t Chairman Fulbr igh t pointed 
out on the floor of the Senate  back on October 3rd or 4th, I think, and 
Senator Symington agreed, as I  recall, t ha t one might actually raise 
the question of whether there was any point in being a Senator of th e United  States if the President is simply going to disregard explici t legislation. The context at tha t time was the bringing of Thai mer
cenaries to Laos. After a hearing of the  Senate Armed Services Committee, which I  found most astonishing, in which Alexis Johnson 
testified tha t the Government interpre ted the law l imiting forces there to local Lao forces, he in terpreted the law as pe rmitt ing Australians, Cambodians, Tha is, anybody they could bring in. They were all local 
Lao forces. I  th ink it is a small incident but a revealing one. I t means 
tha t unless there will be some kind of demonstration,  and I do not know what  kind to  suggest, a real commitment to insist upon the ob
servance of congressional legislation, and to respond to the popular  will as reflected in Congress or, for tha t mat ter, outside, then the  coun
try  will continue to go through what in a sense amounts to a series of executive coups, rejection of popula r opinion, of congressional opinion, 
even of explicit legislation in certa in cases.
PROPOSITION  TH AT 70  PERC EN T OF COUNTRY BACKS PR ES ID EN T’S AC TIO N

Senator J avits. What do you say, Professor Schlesinger, I would 
like to have you answer that  in ju st a remark, if you will, what do you 
say to the proposit ion th at is always waved at us tha t 70 percent of the country backs the Pres ident’s action ?

Mr. S chlesinger. Well, I doubt very much tha t is so and even if it 
is so it should not restrain those who disagree from expressing dis
agreement. There is an automatic tendency when the President u ndertakes a new m ilita ry venture to rally  around the flag for a m oment; 
but my own guess is the American people are fed up with this  war. 
They migh t have believed President Nixon when he said  invasion of 
Cambodia would have a decisive effect or when he said th at  American
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aeria l su pp or t fo r the South  Vie tnamese invasio n of Laos might  ha ve 
a decisiv e effect o>r even w hen he  said th e res um ption of  the bom bing of  
Nor th  Vietn am  w ould  hav e a dec isive e ffec t; but af te r a  time  th ey  a re 
bound to recogn ize the  f ut il ity of  escalation.  I th in k Kay  C lapp er  was 
ri ght w hen he s aid  : Never undere stima te t he  in tell igence  of  the A meri
can  people or  ove res tim ate  t he  amoun t of  in form at ion the y hav e.

Pr es id en t Nixon  does no t com mand the confidence of  th e Am erican  
peo ple  in  such  a way  as to  have hi s e ve iy  view a uto ma tic all y accepted. 
I  th in k th e Sena tor s who have  s how n them selves  fa r more ri ght th an  
the Ex ecuti ve  on th is  question of Vi etn am  also have  st ro ng  con sti tue n
cies ove r th e coun try  and can mak e a co un ter ve iling  effort. May be a 
grou p o f you sho uld  go on television.

WHA T ELSE CAN CONGRESS DO?

Se na tor J avits. We  have  gott en  a  l it tle away fro m the sub jec t. You 
bo th agree  th a t one th in g mem bers  can  do is to u tili ze th ei r p res tig e f or  
publi c de cla ra tio n in one form  or anoth er.  W ha t else can  we do ? The 
fund s cut-off I  h ave nam ed, wha t e lse, is the re  a ny th in g else t ha t you 
can  sugg est?

Air. Chom sky . Pe rso na lly  I  would  be str on gly in favo r of  a move 
fo r impeach me nt know ing  th a t it  cann ot  succeed, sim ply  because it 
wou ld somehow symb olize the  i nte ns ity  o f t he  commitment  to  a void a 
nucle ar wa r, let  us say, o r oth er  step s th a t a re th reaten ing.

Air. Schlesinge r. A la rg e vote  ag ains t imp eac hm ent  wou ld be in 
te rp re ted as an end orsement  of the  Pr es id en t an d su pp or t of his 
actions.

Air. Chom sky . T hat  dep end s on how it  is done. Le t us no t deceive 
the p op ulati on  of t he  co un try  about t he  st reng th  o f a nt iw ar  sen timent . 
One sho uld  be d ire ct  ab out i t. Th ere is a  ce rta in  degre e o f power i n th e 
Senate.  I t  is true  t hat a st ro ng  E xecu tiv e can  alw ays fo r a very br ie f 
per iod  ra lly  po pu lar su pp or t in wha t wi ll ap pe ar  to  be moments  of  
pe ril  and  d an ge r a nd  so on. Bu t I  th in k th e c redibil ity  of  th is  admi nis 
trat io n an d ea rli er  ones h as  sunk t o the po in t w here t hi s is v ery  brie f, 
very tra ns ito ry , and the  pow ers of the Senate are  probably gr ea ter 
th an  one realizes  at  this  stage .

Se na tor J avits. We ll, I believe th e pow ers of  impeach me nt are  
pow ers that, are  not  to  be uti lized  in the  event of  differences  of  view on 
na tio na l pol icy  no m at ter how  deep. Kem ember that, you  ar e h istori ans, 
and al thou gh  we may dis agree  wi th  the Pr es iden t's  pol icy,  it is a 
dee ply  held view of policy  by him.

li e  is up  fo r elect ion th is  fal l. So I  fran kl y doubt very much th at  
th er e is an ythi ng  to the  imp eac hm ent  rem edy  or  th a t it is even in 
order, and no tw ith stan ding  the de pth of  ou r disagr eem ent . I ju st 
do no t th in k t ha t im pea chm ent  is in  the ball  p ar k o f A me rican po liti ca l 
lif e and trad iti on . Im peach me nt is fo r othe r things, high  crimes and  
misdem ean ors , ty ra nn y and so on, an d ma ny may define it as such, 
bu t I  am sorry , I  cannot. I  s til l t hi nk , no m at te r h ow deep,  i t is a very  
profou nd  difference as to wh at ou gh t to  be t he  pol icy of ou r cou ntry. 
I t  cou ld be gravely  jeo pa rd izi ng  t o ou r country , bu t th en  there were  
those who wante d to  imp each FD R when he gave the Bri tis h the  de
stroyers  on th e same c laim of  au thor ity , so if  we are  go ing to  jum p
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to impeachment every t ime we do have this basic difference, I  think 
impeachment will be held awfully cheap.

Mr. Chomsky. I do not agree, and the reason is t ha t the present 
acts are very different from giving destroyers. I think there  are very 
good st rong  grounds, which Congress or someone should pursue, for 
believing tha t very serious crimes, v iolation of American and inte r
national law, have been committed and continually are being com
mitted. I do not see, for example, how the destruction  of northe rn 
Laos under the Nixon-Kissinger admin istrat ion in secret—largely 
brought out by subcommittees of this committee—how it could be 
interp reted  as an ything other than  a violation of trea ties to which we 
are a party o f the  supreme law of the land, and I think the continued 
escalation of the war also falls in this category.

JUSTICE DEPARTMENT CHOICE IN  PENTAGON PAPERS CASE

Now, unfortunately, take  the case of the Pentagon Papers as a st rik 
ing example. The Justice Department had a choice: it might have 
gone ahead, as it did, to try  to prosecute the release of the papers, 
or it had an alternative,  to try  to investigate the possible criminal 
conspiracy to engage the country in an aggressive war that is revealed 
by the papers.

Now it  is very striking tha t in the case of information tha t was 
released giving  evidence—we can debate its sufficiency but not its 
existence—but giving some evidence of really criminal acts, the Ju s
tice Depar tment  proceeded not to investigate and perhaps prosecute 
the criminal acts, let alone termina te them, but to prosecute the release 
of those facts to the public. This  is a case where the system really has 
failed. I  mean, clearly the  Justice Department will pro tect the inher i
tors of policies rather  than  try  to prevent, to  prosecute possible crimi
nal acts tha t were conducted by them. Here I think  anoth er forum 
is needed, a forum to investigate the question whether the  American 
intervention in Vietnam since 1960, certainly since 1965, and certainly 
now is not, stric tly speaking, criminal.

HAS SYSTEM BROKEN DOWN AND FAILED?

Senator  J avits. Professor Chomsky, I do not want to take your 
wonderful mind off our alternatives, but if you will allow me to just 
add something to what you just said about the Pentagon Papers. Is 
it not a fact in sustain ing our system th at the Depar tment  is not the 
last word? Sure, you can indict, you can sue but, so long as there 
are courts who will redress it, you cannot say the system has broken 
down and failed.

Mr. Chomsky. No. T am sorry, I  would say the system has broken 
down and failed at this point and I do no t see the remedy. The sys
tem has broken down because of the selective prosecution. You see, the 
Government may lose the case, as it lost the Harris burg conspiracy 
case, as it failed in its effort at prio r res traint of the  Times, bu t it is 
not prosecuting or investiga ting or indicting , let alone dete rring those 
who may be guilty  of  the crimes revealed in the Pentagon Papers.

Senator J avits. There  is going to be an election this fall and if the 
people want another Attorney  General and another approach they wil l 
have the opportunity  to do that.
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Mr. Chomsky. But tha t is not the way crimes are supposed to be 
treated.

Senator  J avits. Well-----
Mr. Chomsky. And furthermore, a second point in connection with 

that  is not only is the Government failing to investigate, let alone 
prosecute, the real crimes, the substantive crimes, but furthermore, 
it is im portant to remember tha t the power of the Government to  in 
dict, to subpena, to try, constitutes punishment. I know th is myself. 
I have been involved with the Pentagon Papers  grand  jury  in an effort, 
so f ar successful to refuse to testi fy before the grand jury  because I 
think the investigation is improper, for the reason I  just  mentioned. 
Well, so fa r the courts have worked fo r me. I have been excused from 
testifying on grounds of wiretapping and so forth. I have also been 
punished. I  have been punished to the  tune of several thousand dollars  
and a great deal of time and energy, and the same thing was true, far  
more so, of the H arri sburg Seven. The Government lost, but the  H ar
risburg Seven lost much more severely. They do not have the resources, 
the ir supporters do not have the time, and the same thing will be true 
in the case of the  Pentagon Papers. So in two respects the system has 
failed badly; one, failure to prosecute substantive crimes and. two, 
prosecution which appears to fail but nevertheless punishes  individ 
uals.

Senator  J avits. Professor Chomsky, of course, the obvious answer 
to you is. “what  is your system ?”

Mr. Chomsky. Well, of course. I  do not have an answer to tha t ex
cept to say tha t here is a case where the Congress could try  to con
struc t a different kind of forum in which the possibly criminal acts of 
the Executive can in fact be investiga ted with some author ity, not 
with the authority to prosecute—Congress does no t have the power— 
but to enlighten.

INFOR MATION ISSUE

Let me. just  to complete this,  say tha t the matter of information 
which I think you mentioned, or Professor Schlesinger mentioned, is 
very important now. There are secret studies which do not by any 
stretch of the imagination have anything to do with  the  national de
fense, which probably would shed a great deal of li ght  on the possible 
criminal  acts of the Executive  and the nature  of the war. Fo r example, 
there is a Band  Motivation and Morale Study, sections of which actu
ally were introduced by Secretary McNamara into congressional tes
timony back in 1966, which were very revealing. They imply , I  believe, 
a conscious effort to force population removal, for example. This study 
is alleged to be very large, very extensive. I t deals with the attitudes 
of Vietnamese peasants and defectors back in the late sixties. How can 
tha t have any thing  to do with national defense? I t could have a lot to 
do with determining w hat went on in th at war and why, and I think 
probably  if  one looked beyond you could find many cases of thi s sort, 
and somehow Congress ought to try  to  find a way to make that kind 
of information public.

Senator  J avits. Professor Chomsky, we are tryin g to deal with the 
information issue, if you have been watching the Senate’s proceedings. 
Our own committee has been a real loader. AIv time is up but I just
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wanted to ask you to complete any other  suggestion you have for us, 
any other thing that you think, any other  alternative we could have 
other than those a lready outlined.

Mr. Sciilesinger. I do not think there is any gimmick.
Senator J avits. No, anything.

AWA KEN ING PEOPLE TO WH AT HAS BEEN GOING ON

Mr. Sciilesinger. I thin k democracy is essentially a process of po
litical education and in the end you can do things only that  the 
majority of the people are persuaded ought  to be done. The com
mittee has done an extraordin ary job in these hearings in awakening 
the people to what has been going on in Vietnam. I believe they ought 
to do everything they can in the way of scattering around the coun
try  making speeches about the situation. In  the  end the people have to 
decide.

Senator J avits. Professor Chomsky, do you wish to add anything?
Mr. Chomsky. I  also do not know a gimmick. I  th ink the  Senators 

have to go to the people. They have to try  to  set up forums. I think 
a senatorial filibuster might be a reasonable act, again as a  symbolic 
act. I  think one has to  find methods of expressing a  film commitment 
and serving as a rallying  po int for  the popular movement of opposi
tion to the war which is unfocused, leaderless largely, and which 
should have many centers of leadership , many places with which it 
can associate. I thin k somehow tha t is the  job of political leadership. 
Now. I ju st do not know specifically what this means.

Senator J avits. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

ACCESS TO PUBL IC MIND

The Chairman. Ju st a comment or two. Professor Schlesinger, 
you reminded me of this question of access to the public mind. The 
use of television as it is used now by the Presidentia l office is an 
obstacle th at is almost impossible fo r Congress to  overcome. I  intro 
duced a bill on th is; it  go t nowhere. But how can all of us, if we do 
anyth ing here in our regular duties, compete with this kind of access 
to the minds of the American people when the President  can go on, 
as he did the other night, and I suppose practically everyone who 
has a television set sees him because it occupies the whole spectrum. 
It  is a  technological development which seems to me to contribute to 
the underm ining of the  congressional power or influence or educating 
the mind. There  is h ardly any way tha t you can compete that  I  know 
of. Indiv idua l Senators can never command t ha t kind of attention.

Mr. Chomsky. Can Congress pass appro priat ions  to perm it Con
gressmen to buy time ?

The Chairman. As I  say, I tried  to introduce a bill but the process 
has gone so far tha t it is very difficult, i f not impossible, to reverse 
it. There has been nothing but a negative response to that  effort, 
which was to provide some form of equal time.

I  have one or two things  I  want to pu t into the record, Mr. Reporter , 
and because I think i t is relevant to the  questions asked by the Senator 
from Illinois , I  want to  include a quote from th e memoirs o f Charles
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de Gaulle which  bears  exa ctly  on th is  que stio n th at  you  were  dis
cuss ing. We are  a ll famili ar  w ith  i t, bu t it  o ught to  be in th e rec ord — 
De Ga ulle’s adv ice to  Jo hn  Ke nnedy abo ut Vie tnam. I t  is a very 
st riki ng  thing , as he  always  expre sses  it  in v ery ------

Mr. Schlesinger . I  m ight  add th a t I  have rea d the  Am erican  
mi nutes  of  t hat mee ting . I  do n ot  recal l Gener al de Gaulle b ein g qui te 
as expli cit  about Vietn am  as h is own mem ory  is ; I  thi nk  he  improv ed 
his  memory of  the  conversa tion .

The Chairm an . S ubsta nti ve ly or  only as to  s tyle?
Mr.  Schlesinger. Su bs tan tiv ely ; it  is much sh arpe r there th an  I  

recall it,  bu t I  wou ld hope the Senat e Fo re ign Re lat ion s Com mit tee 
might  its el f soon ge t access to the minutes  of  th a t meeting and 
check  it.

Th e Chairm an . I  would  ho pe so, too , b ut  th e pro spe cts  a re  not  very  
good.

Anyw ay, th is  is a his tor ica l doc ument  and it  is a quo te fro m his  
mem oirs.

(T he  inf ormat ion r efer red to  fo llo ws:)
Charles de Gaulle on Vietnam

(Extension of rem arks of Hon. Andrew  Jacobs,  Jr.,  of Indiana, in the  House 
of Represen tatives, Monday, May 8, 1972)

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, th e following is a quotation  from Charles de 
Gaulle as  it appe ared  in hi s “Memoirs of Hope.”

“In South Vietnam, af te r having encouraged the  seizure  of dic tato ria l power 
by Ngo Dinh Diem and hastened the departu re of the French advisers, they  were 
beginning to ins tall  the firs t elements of an expeditionary  corps under cover of 
economic aid . John Kennedy gave me to under stand th at  the American aim was 
to estab lish a bulw ark aga inst the Soviets in the  Indochinese  peninsula.  But 
instead  of giving him the  approval he wanted, I told  the  p res ident th at  he was 
tak ing  the w rong road.

“ ‘You will find,’ I  sa id to him, ‘th at  intervent ion  in  th is are a will be an  endless 
entanglement. Once a natio n h as been aroused, no foreign power, however strong, 
can impose its will upon it. You will discover this for  yourselves . Fo r even if 
you find local lead ers who in their own int ere sts  are  prepared to obey you, 
the  people will not  agree to it, and indeed do not  want you. The ideology which 
you invoke will make no difference. Indeed, in the  eyes of the  masses  it  will 
become identif ied with  your will to power. Th at  is why the  more you become in 
volved out  here aga ins t communism, the  more the communists will app ear  as the 
champions  of nat ional independence, and the  more support they will receive, if 
only from despair. We French have had experience of it. You Americans  wanted  
to tak e our  place  in Indochina. Now you wa nt to take over where  we lef t off 
and revive a wa r th at  we brought to an end. I pred ict th at  you will sink step by 
step into a bottomless mil itary and polit ical quagmire , however much you spend 
in men and money. Wh at you, we and others ought to do for  unhappy Asia is 
not to  tak e over the  running  of these state s ourselves, but  to prov ide them w ith the 
means  to escape f rom the  misery  and humilia tion  that,  t here a s elsewhere, are  the 
causes  of to ta lit ar ian regimes. I  tell  you thi s in  the  name of th e West.’ ”

WH Y HO CH I M IN H ’s LETTERS WERE NOT ACKNOWLEDGED

The Chairm an . One o r two li ttl e odd s a nd  ends I  w ant ed to ask  you 
before  I y ield again.

There  is one g reat  puzzle to  me, and you bo th have  studie d th is  mat ter 
an d p ar ticu la rly t he  Pentag on  Pa pe rs—it  has  alw ays  been a  gr ea t mys
te ry  to me as to why the eig ht  let ters  Ho Chi  Minh wrote  go t no 
response  wh ate ver; no acknow ledgem ent  was  made. I  had no t heard
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about the letters until the Pentagon Papers . Are you familiar  with tha t incident and do you have any explanation of why a t tha t early date Secretary Acheson, I  assume, was completely indifferent to  IIo’s 
pleas of assistance? You recall he would like to be treated as we did 
the Phi lippines . Can either of you throw any l ight  a t all on the mood of tha t time as to why we were so indifferent to them?

Mr. Schlesinger. My guess is the letters were sent over to the French desk on the ground that this was an internal problem of France; 
and the people on the French desk thought if we replied to them it  
would be intervention in internal French affairs. My experience with bureaucracy would be to think  that is the way it went.

Mr. Chomsky. I  would suggest a different reason. After  all, there 
was a period when Ho Chi Minh was recognized even by France  as running the government of Vietnam and there was certa inly reason to answer his letter s; but as Dean Acheson said Ho Chi Minh was a 
Communist and everything else is irrelevant.

The Chairman. He gave that as a later-----
Mr. Chomsky. In 1949, but it was the same policy then. It  didn 't make any difference whether some political leadership  was democratic, 

popular, nationalist, independent, whether it was friendly to the United States, anything, as long as i t was going to construct what we 
call a Communist regime, as long as there were alternatives which might, exactly as the Pentagon Papers report, not out of context but  consistently, year by year, open up these areas to the western indus
tria l societies and Japa n and help us to preserve J apa n in the  western orbit and help us to preserve the position of France, within the U.S.- 
controlled global system. We were trying at tha t point to make sure tha t so-called Communist forces in Western Europe didn’t gain too 
much ascendancy; as long as tha t was the case we were not going to jeopardize the expansion of western power.

The Chairman. Would this same answer apply to the report o f the Dixie Mission which includes, of course, the John  S. Service repor t 
of overtures from the Chinese Communists in 1944 which has now been widely circulated? All of this  came to the  atten tion of the  chair man of this committee only recently—do you think the A dminis tration 
was aware of this but took the decision on the  grounds you just said?

Mr. Chomsky. Well, all we can say since the interna l records are not available in other cases is that the decisions were taken with amaz
ing consistency. They were taken in Greece, Korea, China, and Central America, in Vietnam, always with the same criterion applying. In • the case of the Pentagon Papers , we know i t was p retty  much conscious ; there is enough evidence to support that.

The Chairman. Do you agree?
Mr. Schlesinger. There is no evidence to suggest that the interests of expanding American capitalism acoounted for the decisions in 

Europe. There were other  grounds to  oppose Stalinism.
Mr. Chomsky. We were not opposing Stalinism in Greece.
Mr. Schlesinger. There were grounds  by western democrats.

JO H N  S. SERVICE REPOR T

The Chairman. I am curious about tha t. The Service report  of 1944 
was, as you know, rath er well publicized in the Government, in  tha t
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he sen t it  when th e Am bassador,  Pat ri ck  Hur ley,  was bac k here. He  
in fu riat ed  Hur ley,  bu t I  wou ld assum e th a t also so rt of  ins ures  its  
ha ving  been br ou gh t to the at tent ion of  th e Ad minist ra tio n.

Is  yo ur  analy sis  of  why they  did  not respond there , as I  rec all  it , 
Jo hn  Service repo rte d th at Mao  made  ve ry broa d offers of  inves tment 
an d so on and assistan ce, indu st ria l he lp  and so fo rth , an d th is,  too,  
was unava ilable .

Mr . Chom sky . But  no t like those of  Ch iang  Kai-sh ek.  Th ere was 
very good reason  to  oppose St al in ism ; in  fac t, I  opposed it  t he n and 
now. But  we were no t opposing St ali nis m in Gr eece : or  i n Ch ina . On 
the co ntrary , St al in  was opposed t o the  Gre ek gu er ri lla s an d to  M ao; 
no r did  we oppose Stali nis m in  L at in  A merica or  elsew here.  Ye t in  a ll 
of  th ese  cases t he  U .S.  t rie d to  d est roy , and in most cases succeeded in  
destroying , po pu la r mov ements which  th reaten ed  to  ex tri ca te  th ei r 
societ ies from  the in tern at iona l global system s.

Mr. Schlesinger. Mr . Ch air man , Mr . Cho msk y ha s ev ide nt ly fo r
go tten t hat as l ate as 1947 the policy o f th e Am erican  G overn me nt was 
to  e stabli sh a coali tion governm ent i n Ch ina betw een the Com munist s 
an d the Nat iona lis ts and th a t th e most eminent liv in g Am erican  of  
th at  period, General  Mars ha ll,  was  sent ou t to  ca rry  th ro ug h th at  
policy. Th is  no tion th at because of  the  in ter es ts of Am erican  ca pi ta l
ism we were  embarke d on an  effort  to destroy  Chinese  Com mun ism 
sim ply  does no t accord  wi th  well  kno wn histo ric al  fac t.

Mr.  Chom sky . Well , I  a m af ra id  tha t is no t tr ue . We b egan in  1945 
to fe rry------

Mr. Schlesinger. You mean i t wa s no t true  about Ge ner al M arshall  ?
Mr.  Chom sky . Yes.
Mr.  S chlesinger. H ow is it  con sis ten t with  your  prev iou s sta tem ent?
Mr. Chom sky . I t  is very con sis ten t with  the gen era l the sis  t ha t we 

will alw ays  su pp or t th a t grou p in  a society,  t ha t po lit ica l possibil ity  
in  a  soc iety  which, of  cou rse, has  some cha nce  of success and  w ill make 
more easy  ou r en try into the socie ty. So, in  1945, we fe rr ied Ch iang ’s 
tro ops all  over th e place and Am erican  Marines an d oth ers  wer e in 
volv ed in  su pp or tin g him. When it  b ecam e obvious he was  n ot  go ing  
to  ob tai n th e ki nd  of victo ry we hoped  fo r, we tr ied to  su pp or t th e 
kind  o f c oaliti on  that offered us maxim al en try  i nto  C hin a; and when 
th at fa ile d we ju st  supp or ted  Ch ian g-Ka i-s hek openly despite  the  
po pu la r su pp or t fo r Maoirt  Ch ina , which  was n ot  p art  o f th e S ta lin
is t bloc at  th a t time .

Th e Chairm an . I  don’t kn ow ; th is  is my  own personal cu rio sit y 
an d I  am no t sure th a t it  pro mo tes  the re gu la r pu rpose of  th e com
mittee, bu t it  ha s been a t rem end ous puz zle  to  me, rea lly , how th is  ha s 
worked. Th ere is a certa in consistency in yo ur  theory, bu t I  am in 
clin ed to  t hi nk  it  i sn ’t  q uite  t ha t sim pl e; th er e are these othe r hi gh ly  
emotional matt ers. I  th in k when you  con sider the emotio n th a t 
att en de d th e he ar ings  du ring  the M cC ar thy period, an d I  don’t 
wa nt  to  rehash th at , bu t th is is a phe nom enon t ha t I  m ust s ay  puzzles  
me treme ndously . I  don’t un de rs tand  it  at  all  when I  rea d th is.  I  am 
sure it  seems pe cu lia r to you th a t the Fo re ign Re lat ion s Comm ittee 
and its  ch air ma n were  so ig no ra nt  of  all  of  the se papers an d wha t 
too k place here. I  have of ten  wondere d -what would  have ha pp en ed  
ha d we ha d Mr. Servic e as a witness, as you are  t hi s mo rni ng , say , in
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1946 or 1947. Of course, no such thing took place and that  knowledge 
was kept closely within the Departmen t of State so f ar  as I know. 
I was not on the committee during tha t period. I certainly was un
aware of the repor t at tha t time.

CONCEPT OF NEUTRALISM FOR SOUTHEAST ASIA

Let me end by this question :
There was in one of your statements a reference to neutralism. The 

committee h ad a study made by some hi storians—some yea is ago on 
the relevance of the concept of neutra lism for Southeast Asia, pa rticu larly  for Indochina.

Would neutralism, be one aspect which has a settlement? You said, 
“The President in March 1964, had warned Ambassador Lodge ‘to 
knock . . . down the idea of neutralizat ion wherever i t rears its ugly 
head’ ”—tha t is a quote from, I gather, a Presidentia l cable. “Neu
tralism , as Ambassador Taylor noted, ‘appeared to mean throwing  the 
internal politica l si tuation open and thus inviting Communist p artic
ipatio n,’ for  obvious reasons an into lerable prospect.”

Of course, neutralism  has been used often in other cases, part icu
larly  cases where great  powers have come together in other insoluble 
situations and this  seems to me m ight be mutually  acceptable to the Chinese and Americans and others.

Could either of you comment on why is it so objectionable or 
whether  you thin k it  is an idea that could be usefully applied to the situat ion in Vietnam ?

Mr. Sciilesinger. I have always believed tha t neutra lization was 
the best solution for tha t area. I  thoug ht President Kennedy pursued 
the correct policy in try ing  to  bring about neutralizat ion of Laos. I wish that  that  policy had been extended to Vietnam.

Mr. Chomsky. Le t me jus t sav I don’t agree with your inte rpre ta
tion of what happened in the Kennedy period. Kennedy was driven 
to the acceptance of an earlier Russian proposal for the  neutra lization 
of Laos because o f the collapse of the efforts to suppo rt the extreme rightwing  forces there.

The reason why neutralism was not accepted in South Vietnam was 
expressed very clearly, for example, by intelligence, by Ambassador 
Taylor , by many others whom I have quoted. Namely; neutra lism 
would mean tha t a solution would arise on the basis of political 
strength which would mean, it was assumed, tha t the Communists would win.

In a broader context i t is often forgotten, in fact,  i t has almost been 
kept from the public record, tha t in 1962 the National Liberation 
Fro nt proposed neutral ization of  South Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia as its official program.

The Chairman. When was this ?
Mr. Chomsky. 1962; tha t is the official program of the National 

Liberation Front . We may perhaps question whether they meant it  but anyway it is the ir official program.
You will search very hard to find a record of tha t in discussions 

of 1962 of these events. Yet, it was known and it was discussed, for  
example, by the French experts, and, in fact, most of the people who 
were close to the Vietnamese, much closer than American intelligence
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or even American reporters, people like Benard F all,  people like Jean 
Claude Pomonti  who has lived there  fo r 20 years; people like George 
Chaffard and Jean  Lacouture—all of them have pointed out to the 
United Sta tes the separatism of the N LF and, in fact, it was expressed 
in the 1962 program; and, for what it is worth, I might mention th at 
Pham  Van Dong repeated those words exactly to me in 1970 when I 
was in Hanoi.

One may say that, they don’t mean it or something like that,  bnt 
that kind of proposal has always been offered; it has been kept secret 
in the United  States or it has been rejected for the reasons I have 
discussed already at length.

The Chairman. This attitude has some bearing on neutralism, but 
our very friendly and extensive assistance to Communist countries 
like Yugoslavia, President Tito—how we can accept that and have such 
an intolerably hard  line in Vietnam is a psychological puzzle that has 
always been difficult for  me to deal with, and as I have al ready men
tioned, there is Cuba.

Mr. Chomsky. I think Acheson answered that.  He said th at Titoism 
was a likely outcome in Indochina and Acheson pointed out in one 
place—I am sorry I don't have the  reference in mind—that  we might 
accept th is as an absolutely last resort—if everyth ing else failed we 
migh t accept a Titoist regime—and the reasons, I believe, are the 
ones I have already expressed.

COM M ENDATIO N OF  W IT N ESSES

The Chairman. I  appreciate very much what you gentlemen have 
contributed to these hearings. Your papers are extraordinarily well 
done, thoughtful , and I thin k the discussion has been very good.

I yield to the Senator from Illinois. I am going to have to leave in 
a moment. I have a luncheon with the minority leader and I can’t 
ignore that.

There will be inserted in the record at this point, f rom the Congres
sional Record of Jul y 27, 1970, an excerpt of an interview of Presi
dent Nixon by Mr. John Chancellor.

(The inform ation refer red to follows:)
TV Interview With President Nixon of J uly 1, 1970 

(Reprinted in Congressional Record, July 27.1970)

Mr. Chancellor. ..
Do you feel th at in the modern world there are situations when the  President 

must respond against the very t ight deadline or for reasons of security in using 
American troops crossing a border with them when he cannot, under reasons you 
yourself have described, consult with the Legislative Branch?

The Constitution says they declare war and you, sir, run it.
The President. Another good example of course is the Cuban missile crisis. 

President Kennedy had a very difficult decision there and 2 hours and a 
quarter  before he ordered—and I thought  with great justification and great 
courage—before he ordered the blockade, the use of American men to blockade 
Cuba, he told the Senate and the Congressional leaders. Now why didn’t he give 
them more time? For a very good reason he did not give them more time.

It  was imperative to move soon with some surprise and some impact or the 
possibility of a nuclear confrontation might have been greater. That  is one 
example. I  tru st we don’t have anothe r situat ion like Cambodia, but I do know 
tha t in the  modern world, there are times when the Commander-in-Chief, the Pres-
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ident of the United States, will have to act quickly. I can assure the American people that this President is going to bend over backwards to consult the Senate and consult the House whenever he feels it can be done without jeopardizing the lives of American men.
But when it is a question of the lives of American men or the attitude s of people in the Senate, I am coming down hard on the  side of defending the lives of American men.

DECISIONMAKING PROCESS IN  1961

Senator Percy. I would like to go back to 1961 to better try  to under- 
<• stand what happened and what the decisionmaking processes were.

The authors of the Pentagon  P apers concluded on the basis of Gen
eral Taylor's report  of October 1961, th at it was the Americans who 
proposed the idea to the South Vietnamese for involving American 

K troops in combat.
Was this  questioned or opposed by anyone in the  Government at the time?
Mr. Schlesinger. The question of sending American troops to Vietnam ?
Senator P ercy. Right,  and it was really the Americans who were 

pressing this idea for sending troops?
Mr. Schlesinger. Yes; I read tha t in the Pentagon Papers. As I 

said, I was not involved in Southeast Asian affairs and did not remem
ber it  at th at time. I  have recorded Kennedy’s remarks to me afte r the  
Taylor-Rostow report in which he said, “If  they were to send in Amer
ican troops, they will come in and there will be g reat applause and 
after 3 days will have been forgotten. It  is like taking  a drink  and after  
a while you have to take another .” He took more drinks, unfortunately,  
but th at was all I can record or have recorded about his reaction.

ESTIMATE OF LENG TH AND COST OF COMMITMENT

Senator  Percy. After  the decision was made to send forces out there, 
was there any discussion that  you recall whether th is would be a long
term commitment, as to how’ long our commitment w’ould be, what the 
ultimate cost would be ?

Mr. Schlesinger. There was none.
Senator  Percy. How we saw’ the end of it ?
Mr. Schlesinger. Indeed the impression was this would be a very 

short commitment because of the preponderance  of forces on the side 
of the Saigon Government was so great. As I say, our intelligence 

« estimate was the total number of Viet Cong at the end of 1961 was
about 15,000 and it was thought this w as manageable.

The Pentagon Papers do tell at considerable length about the Mc
Namara plan fo r the phasing out of American forces, a plan w hich w as 
developed, as I recall, at the  end of 1962 and which implied to tal with
drawal of American forces sometime in 1964, 1965. I think tha t was 
the estimate. It  was based on ignorant and mistaken analysis, but it 
showed that our original  intensions were limited.

TT.S. IN TE LL IGEN CE  ESTIM ATES

Senator Percy. We grossly miscalculated the resilience and s trength 
of the Viet Cong and the North Vietnamese support a decade ago, and
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this apparently  lias happened again in the last few days—the South 
Vietnam ambassador told me he didn’t know where all these tanks 
came from. After  all these years and the hundreds of millions of dol
lars spent on intelligence and concentrat ing our whole attention in 
th at  small area of the world, not di rectly related to our own national 
interest, why is it we still don’t have adequate intelligence about it?

Mr. Schlesinger. I n justice to  the CIA,  I thin k tha t the national 
intelligence estimates of the CIA, particularly in the fifties, and the 
estimates from the intelligence bureau of  the State Department in the 
early sixties were not bad. I understand tha t the CIA, for example, 
according to the newspapers, only recently argued tha t the mining 
of Haiphong was not going to have miraculous effect.

On the other hand, every President is surrounded by a welter of 
conflicting advice and can select the advice tha t his temperament and 
intelligence and judgment require, however, there is an inherently 
distor ting process in the struc ture of government which brin gs to Pres
idents the intelligence the ir subordinates  want them to hear. There is 
an extrao rdinary capacity to reenact past folly. There is the  general 
comfort of the  bureaucracy when it is doing the same old th ing rather  
than doing new things.

It  would seem to me in any number of cases our operational  intelli 
gence failure was so grea t tha t it should have called for a vast up
heaval. When you think of how many generals Lincoln went through 
before he found one to win the Civil War,  and when you think of 
the way we have kept on generals o f tested mi litary  imbecility in com
mand, and then promoted them, Lincoln wouldn’t have kept those 
generals two minutes. But  Presiden ts Johnson and Nixon seem to be 
imprisoned by the generals they appoint.

REACT ION OF CH IN ES E AND SOVIETS

Senator P ercy. I assume at the  National Security Council’s meeting 
of 3 hours the o ther day a great  deal of deliberat ion was given to the 
thought of the  reaction of the  Chinese and the Soviets to our counter
actions and  reactions now.

How much discussion was given at the time we sent U.S. combat 
forces to South Vietnam? How much discussion was given to the  im
pact on China and the Soviet Union and the ir relationship to us?

Mr. Schlesinger. When we sent U.S. combat units, which was in 
the sp ring of 196 5,1 was not in the Government. Our military advisers 
were sent to be attached  to units  of the ARVN. I heard  of no such 
discussion, but I attended National Security Council meetings only 
when they were in something I was working o n; so I never at tended 
Vietnam meetings—I imagine there  was some discussion but others 
would know better than I.

BACK UP SUPPORT PROVIDED NO RTH VIET NA M

Senator Percy. The report of the Taylor-Rostow mission concen
trat ed on the possibilities of the infiltra tion of supplies from North  
Vietnam, the various routes and so forth . However, was though t given 
to the backup support  that would be provided by Eas tern Europe, by 
the Soviet Union, by China and the various routes that they could
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use—sea, rail, air—to br ing supplies in? Was there  a full understand 
ing of the backup support that would be provided if we provided 
support to South Vietnam?

The Chairman. Will  the Senator yield? I jus t want  to say than k 
you very much, and you continue.

Senator Percy. I find that  at about this "hour it is a good time for the 
Republicans to seize control here, reading into the record past Repub
lican platfo rms and so on.

The Chairman. That is quite all ri ght; i t will be to our advantage 
to do tha t.

Mr. Schlesinger. I  know of no discussion, but again someone like 
McGeorge Bundy or Michael F orrestal were f ar  more intimately in
volved in thi s and would know. I t must be remembered the appo rtion
ment o f things was very difficult. As I said, the 15,000 Viet Cong was 
the estimate; there  were, of course, no regular North Vietnamese 
troops in South Vietnam until  the summer of 1965, and the problem 
of infiltration of arms and men was a very limited, minor problem. 
The Taylor-Rostow report did argue the case fo r nor thern  stra tegy. I 
think they were absolutely wrong in thei r assumptions tha t this was 
not p rima rily an indigenous uprising which had been adopted for its 
own purposes by the North  Vietnamese.

president Kennedy’s decision to send combat troops

Senator  P ercy (presiding). President Kennedy and General Taylor  
were personally very close. They had a high  regard fo r each other, and 
yet when General Taylor came back from his mission and recom
mended tha t U.S. combat forces be sent, this decision was not accepted 
as a recommendation by President  Kennedy. When did President  
Kennedy actually  decide to send combat troops and what  happened  
to cause him to change h is mind ?

Mr. S chlesinger. I think we have to distinguish a couple of thin gs 
here: Fir st, let me say personal friendship is not necessarily a sign 
of policy agreement. In  the middle of the late sixties, Rober t Kennedy 
and Maxwell T aylor used to play tennis a lo t bu t they  could not dis
agree more about what  ought to be done in Vietnam.

Senator P ercy. But  he did send him on a mission out there, not on 
tennis or ping  pong, but to assess the mili tary  situation ?

Mr. Schlesinger. Yes. Kennedy sent General Taylor because Gen
eral Taylo r had been among those who had opposed in 1954 the effort 
of Vice Pres ident  Nixon and others to get American troops committed 
to Vietnam.

You said why did Kennedy not accept the recommendation to send 
combat troops ?

Senator P ercy. I am more interested in why he changed his mind 
and what happened to cause him to change his mind.

Mr. Schlesinger. Taylor recommended two things : He recommend
ed sending mili tary  advisers which would be attached to the Vietna
mese Army and Government and he recommended sending a combat 
force. We did not send combat units unti l 1965. Kennedy did accept 
the recommendation of sending advisers, so tha t his res istance was— 
and continued—to the notion of sending American combat units.
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CON SUL TAT ION W IT H  CONGRESS

Senator P ercy. Do you recall any attempt in those days to consult 
with Members of Congress on the decision to send combat troops or 
on the United States defense treaty with Vietnam ?

Mr. S chlesinger. Well. Chuck, again I am a defective witness be
cause I was not involved in these things. T was involved in Latin 
American affairs and Western European affairs and could ta lk with 
much more knowledge. I overheard, so to speak, when people would 
talk  to me occasionally about things that, were going on; but the 
answer to that question is T simply don’t know.

CL AIM  TH A T V IE TNAM  IS  T ES T OF  U .S . CRED IB IL IT Y

Senator Percy. Ts there any foundat ion to the oft repeated claim 
that  Vietnam was and continues to be a real test of United States 
credibil ity of U.S. determination to stick by our commitments?

Mr. Schlesinger. I f th at was a test, we have failed th at t est abomi
nably because all we have done by all these years in Vietnam is to  show 
our incapacity to deal with a guerrilla movement. T th ink our persist
ence in e rror  has done far  more to destroy American credibil ity than 
withdrawal  would have done. T might add this whole notion of this 
kind of promiscuous test of credibility  is wrong. The proposition that 
if we pull out of Vietnam, other countries will expect us to pull out 
from part s of the world where our direct and vital interests are con
cerned is not very convincing. The idea that, because we won’t carry  
out an absurd policy in Vietnam, our adversaries will conclude tha t 
we wouldn't defend Western Europe,  for example, makes no sense. 
By that argument, afte r the Soviet Union pulled its missiles out of 
Cuba, we could have done anything  we wanted to in Eastern  Europe. 
But it is ridiculous because you have to draw a distinction between 
zones of vital interest and zones tha t don't promote interest.

No one is going to deduce from our failure to fight to the end in a 
hopeless and terrible war in a zone of no vital interest to the United  
States, t ha t we will therefore not pers ist in an area which we consider 
vital to us. any more than we would have supposed, as T say, that , be
cause the Russians pulled out of Cuba, they had lost all interest in 
Easte rn Europe. This is the fallacy in President Nixon’s argument.

Senator  P ercy. Did any allies at any time specifically raise with us 
the issue as to the necessity of our supporting Vietnam to maintain 
our credibility  with all o ther allies?

Mr. Schlesinger. Not to mv knowledge, but that would have become 
an issue after I left the Government. You know the number of troops 
we had in Vietnam at the end of 1963 was about 16,800. considerably 
less than the number of American t roops in Korea, West Germany or 
a number of other  places. President Johnson did  not mention Vietnam 
in his first state of the Union address; in his second state of the Union 
address in Jan uar y 1965 he gave it  100 words.

I think there is a danger in reading back into earlier periods the 
magnitudes of the period afte r we Americanized the war. T say this 
not in defense of the Kennedy administration , because, as T have said 
a number of times. I t hink the Kennedy administrat ion policy in Viet
nam was mistaken.
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Senator  Percy. Professor  Chomsky, just  a few final questions for you.
D E TE R M IN IN G  COUR SE OF  DEV EL OPM EN T IN  TH IR D  WORLD

To what extent was the American insistence on having  its own way in determining  a course of development in the T hird  World the reason behind the  Vietnam episode ?
Mr. Chomsky. I  would say to an overwhelming extent in Vietnam and in all the other cases I  have mentioned, of course, ad ding to tha t the fact  tha t i t was not primarily  the T hird  World tha t concerned us there, but the industria l center of Japan and the American efforts to insure French support for our plans for Western Europe.  But, of course, it  was a lways argued, and with some justice, t ha t a keystone to that p lan was the maintenance of Southeast Asia within the American orbit  and tha t if Indochina was lost to the popular movement there this  very w’ell might  lead to fur the r “ideological successes,” to fur the r imitation elsewhere in Southeast Asia.

DID  U .S . HAVE VI TA L IN TEREST IN  V IE TN A M  ?

Senator Percy. In your judgment, did the United States  have any real interest, any kind of a vital interest, in Vietnam which caused us to make a commitment or  is the  fact of our  commitment what created the U.S. interes t in Vietnam—in other words, which came first, the interest  or the commitment ?
Mr. Chomsky. Well. I have to  hedge a little bit on th at because I think there were real interests tha t did lead the United States into Vietnam in the ear ly period.
For  example, the interests  described so eloquently in the National Security Council 48/1 tha t I read part s of, which describe the economic and strategic interests of the United  States in main taining control of South Vietnam and Southeast Asia and J apan  and so on. I think those in terests were quite real and I think until about 1960 one can argue there is perhaps some real relationship between interests and means, although it is not the case after tha t. Nevertheless, I  object to our implementat ion of those interests. I object to it on moral grounds and I would even object to  i t on legal grounds.It was legally improper. In my testimony I mentioned National Security Council memoranda which virtually refute, are almost a parody of the laws the executive branch has sworn to uphold. When people talk  about our commitments and so on. I  th ink our major commitment is to a system of laws in which the U.N. Charter is a center- piece, and tha t had  we simply kep t to th at we would not have pursued whatever interests we had by forceful intervention in the internal  affairs of someone else.

SPH ER E OF  IN F L U E N C E

Senator  P ercy. Lastly, in an area I  want to do justice to, the sphere of influence which Walter Lippman feels to be so important—I did engage in discussions with him in a seminar in Latin America : in fact,  there were brilliant participants . He  had difficulty defending Vietnam.Is it likely, in your judgment, in our present state of Chinese-

83 -6 05 — 73------10
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American re lations that some sort of arrangement is going to be made 
eventually with  China and tha t the United States might  end up with 
gran ting  to China the influence in an area tha t you might call its 
sphere of influence that we have really long sought as an item ?

Mr. Chomsky. Again, I am not in the least convinced tha t had we 
left Vietnam to its own people, this would be a Chinese sphere of in 
fluence. On the  contrary, I th ink i t is very likely tha t there would have 
been a more or less Titoist development.

VIE TNAMESE  STRONGLY ANTI -C HIN ES E ►

The Vietnamese are strongly anti-Chinese. When you vi sit Hanoi, 
the first thin g they do is to take you to the War Museum where they 
show you how they defeated the Chinese th is and that time, and so <
on and so for th. This is not  for  show; tha t is very st rongly ing rained ; 
they are s trongly  independent.

If  China had attempted to intervene in Vietnam they would be fight
ing what we are fighting. I  don’t believe-----

Senator Percy. It  is conceivable that  a Communist government, a 
strong one-----

Mr. Chomsky. Would be quite  independent.
Senator P ercy (continuing) . Might have been a bigger  buffer?
Mr. Chomsky. No doubt.
Senator P ercy. Stronger buffer against Peking?
Mr. Chomsky. I think there is every likelihood of  that and, in fact, 

it appears  in the Pentagon record as the assessment of a number of 
people. But since the resistance-----

Senator Percy. Our whole effort has been counterproductive ac
cording to t ha t theory.

CH IN ES E AGGRESSIVENESS

Mr. Chomsky. It  has indeed been counterproductive according to 
that  theory. We said th at we were attempting to contain China. I  don’t 
believe th at  for a moment and I migh t say t ha t to contain China is 
a very simple matte r because for many reasons China has been the 
least aggressive of the grea t powers. It  is concerned with its interna l 
problems. Perhaps someday in the dista nt future when China has 
come to terms with its enormous internal  problems, it will be an ag
gressive sta te; but when U.S. intelligence, or the Pentagon papers, or 
historians try  to establish tha t, they really come a cropper. For  in- ■
stance, in late 1964, the Pentagon Papers  historian  says, the aggressive
ness of Communist China seemed very ominous to the U nited  States.
The one b it of evidence that he can find is t ha t Sukarno withdrew 
Indonesia from the U.N., which led to various speculations. On those 
grounds Chinese aggressiveness seemed ominous to the U nited  States 
and we had to move in to destroy Vietnam. We have to be very care
ful to distinguish between propaganda and facts.

THEORY TAUG HT  AT WAR COLLEGE

Senator P ercy. Do either of you happen to know whether the  mon
olithic theory of Communism and world domination is still being 
taught  at the War College?
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Mr. Schlesinger. I don’t know. I haven’t lectured a t the  Wa r Col
lege for years.

Senator Percy. Do you know ?
Mr. Chomsky. No.

COMM ENDATIO N OF WITN ESSES

Senator P ercy. I want to than k both of our witnesses today on 
behal f of the committee. We very deeply apprec iate your being here, 

« the careful preparat ion that went into your testimony and your great
patience and forebearance here.

We will reconvene these hearings on the origin of  the Vietnam W ar 
tomorrow morning at  10 o’clock.

► Two witnesses will testi fy on the early possible war involvement in
Indoch ina—Frank White, OSS officer, and Abbot t Moffett, former 
State Department official.

Thank you very much.
(Whereupon, a t 1 :20 p.m., the hearing was adjourned, to reconvene 

at 10 a.m., Thursday, May 11,1972.)
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U nit ed  S tates  S en a te , 
Com m it te e  on  F or eig n R el ati ons,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met, pursu ant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 4221, New Senate Office Building, Senator J. W. Fulbright  (cha irman), presiding.
Present: Senators  Fulbrig ht, Jav its,  and Percy.The Chairman. The committee will come to order.

O PEN IN G  ST ATEM ENT

Today we concentrate on a period generally overlooked in the public discussion of the Pentagon Papers or the origins of the war in Vietnam. The roots of American involvement go deeper than  the Tonkin Gulf incident and deeper than  the Kennedy or Eisenhower commitments to South Vietnam. Because these roots reach back to the Truman and Roosevelt Adminis trations , i t is that period we wish to discuss today.
Frankl in Roosevelt was the first American President to pay serious attention to events in French Indochina . The record of his adminis tration clearly shows tha t he wanted Indochina  to belong to neither Jap an nor France. During the Second World War he pressed our allies and his own Adm inistra tion to suppo rt his proposal for an “international trusteeship” for the French  colony, then under Ja pa nese occupation. The record also shows th at neither his allies nor the members of his own Administra tion shared his enthusiasm for this proposal.
When the Truman Administra tion came in to office, the State Departm ent quickly reversed Roosevelt’s policy and told France  that we did not question her sovereignty over Indochina. We did this despite the fact tha t a nationalis t leader named Ho Chi Minh had established a republic in August  1945, tha t had effected control over large areas of Vietnam above the  16th parallel. This republic ruled North A ietnam unti l the outbreak of war between France and the A iet Minh in December 1946. This period is relevant  to American policy because it was at this time that we formed our opinion about I Io Chi Minh and judged  him to be an agent of “ international Communism ’ rather  t han  a nationalist  leader. We formed this judgment even though IIo had made a determined effort to win American sup-
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port both during and after the war. He said tha t he admired the 
United States  for its anticolonialist policy and he sought our diplo
matic support and economic aid. For reasons that I hope we can dis
cover today, we ignored these overtures and supported the French  
in thei r efforts to regain control of their colony.

BACKGROUND OF WITNESSES

We are very fortunate today to have as witnesses two men who 
were either involved in the decision-making process at  the  time these 
events occurred or who observed the unfolding of both our policy 
and the situation in Indochina.

Mr. Frank M. White is a former major in the Office of  Strategic 
Services or OSS which was the predecessor, in a sense, of our early A
CIA, and a former reporter for Time magazine. As an officer in the 
Secret Intelligence Section of OSS, M ajor Whi te spent several months 
in Hanoi in 1945 and 1946. There it was his job to report on the gen
eral situation  and to become acquainted with the leaders of the new 
Democratic Republic of Vietnam. As a reporter for Time he has 
covered not only the more recent war in Vietnam but also other post
colonial wars around the world. He thus  offers us not only valuable 
informat ion about early postwar Indoch ina but also a unique per
spective on the course of events in that troubled part of the world.

Mr. Abbot Low Moffat has likewise led two distinguished careers.
For 14 years he was a member of the New York  State  Assembly and 
for 17 years af ter  tha t he served in the Depar tment  of State. He offers 
the committee valuable insigh t into the period we are studying be
cause he was Chief of the  Division of Southeast Asian Affairs in the 
State Departmen t from 1943 to 1947, the years when the  foundation  
of our cold war foreign policy was laid. Throughout this time the 
formulation of our policy toward  French Indochina came part ly 
under his supervision.

Mr. Moffat also has the distinction of being the last American diplo
mat to talk  with Ho Chi Minh.

I think  i t is extremely timely and fortunate tha t we have two such 
qualified witnesses on the origin of what I think is the greatest 
tragedy in the  his tory of this country, with the exception of our own 
Civil War. While we have heard many distinguished scholars and 
observers, I  don’t know of anyone who could bring  to the committee 
and to the attention of the public a more realistic and convincing 
account of the early days of the creation of Vietnam and its inde- «
pendence—and more significantly for us, the early days of our own 
involvement. The tragedy of this involvement and the tragedy of 
the mistakes of a great people, of the United  States o f  America, 
comes through from the testimony of such men bette r than  in any 
testimony that  I have heard about.

Mr. White , you have not prepa red a formal statement but if you 
would, in effect, sort of reminisce for the benefit of the committee 
from your personal experiences and observations of Mr. Ho Chi Minh 
and the circumstances that surrounded the bi rth of the  present policy 
that  finds us in virtually a confrontation with the two other greatest 
powers in the world.

As you know, this morning I just  heard on the radio as I  came down 
here an account of a very tough response by the government  of Russia
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to the latest  initia tive of our own government. It  couldn’t be more 
timely than we now study how it is tha t we started and how this whole matter began.

I wonder if you could do tha t? Say a little about your personal 
relations there, more than  I  did, and then  tell us what you know about 
the beginning  of this  extraordinary policy th at  the United  Sta tes has 
been following.

STATEMENT OF FRANK M. WH ITE , FORMER MAJOR, OFFICE OF
STRATEGIC SERVICES; FORMER REPORTER,  TIME  MAGAZINE
Mr. White . Mr. Chairman, I  certainly  will-----
The Chairman. Pull t ha t microphone in. We have a very inefficient 

and weak system of public address here so you will have to pull it in rather  close because the audience cannot hear you.
Mr. W hite . F irs t o f all, Mr. Chairman, it is a grea t pleasure to be 

here and I do hope t ha t the kind of background tha t Mr. Moffat and I  can give you will be of help to the committee.
M R. ’W H IT E ’S EX PE RIE N CES

I  would like to state in the  first place tha t this goes back quite a long 
time and one’s memory does get somewhat rusty  but I have followed 
the events in Indoch ina since tha t time fairly closely in a rath er professional way.

I  arrived at this  point in time as an  officer in OSS. I  h ad been on operations in Southeast Asia.
The Chairman. W hat  was this  time period ? When did you arrive ?
Mr. White . I  went to Southeast Asia  in the first part of 1943 and 1944.
The Chairman. 1944?
Mr. W hite . Yes.
The Chairman. 1943 ?
Mr. White . The mission of OSS—there were a number of missions 

of OSS at that time in Southeast  Asia, but I  was mainly involved in  those guerrillq  operations  behind Japanese lines.
The Chairman. In N orth  Vietnam?
Mr. White . My par ticu lar opera tions did not take  me to North  Viet

nam but some of  our other operations did. OSS did send missions in and met Ho—this is pa rt of the record—before the Japanese surrendered.
My own operations were mainly  in Burma and Tha ilan d; but  ju st 

after the bomb exploded—we had moved forward  to Rangoon which 
had been cleared of Japanese  forces—and OSS wanted then to send what we called at the time “city teams” into all those capitals of 
Japanese occupied Southeast Asia because it  was clear, apparen tly, to 
our superiors in Washington and elsewhere tha t there would be no 
other intelligence group sending any kind of reports  to Washington or to the S tate  Depar tment  or to the Department of Defense—the War 
Department a t tha t time—because obviously there were as yet no State  
Depar tment  officers there ; there were no consulates: nobody was there representing U.S. interests  in tha t p art  of the world.

In  any event we were all invited, or those of us were invited to 
volunteer if we wanted to and were selected out for various cities.
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I  volunteered and selected out for Saigon because primarily  they 
wanted someone who had had professional repor ting experience and 
before the war I had been a correspondent for the United Press; and, 
secondly, they  wanted people who at least, according to th eir  records, 
spoke French , and it appeared on my record, ra ther  inaccurate ly, that 
I spoke French. And so T was with a team tha t went. We were pre
pared, actually, to paratroop into Saigon but, as a mat ter of fact, 
when we flew over the field we could see the Japanese below and they 
were perfectly  prepared to permit a plane to land. So instead of jump
ing in, rath er cavalier fashion, we landed in rath er more orthodox 
fashion.

The Chairman. What was the date of that  ?
Air. White. This was the day after  the bomb.
The Chairman. You are talking about the atomic bomb here or in 

Hiroshima ?
Mr. White. T am talk ing about the first one.
The Chairman. Yes.
Mr. White. And T can 't real ly tell you the precise day of the month 

because T have forgotten.
The Chairman. Tt, was in August of 1945 ?
Mr. White . Yes, it was the  second or thi rd week in August  some

time.
The Chairman. Th at’s right, 1945.
Mr. White. That’s right.
The Chairman. And you landed in Saigon ?
Mr. W hite. Right.
The Chairman. Go ahead.

witness’ mission as liaison

Mr. W hite. Then, to ge t more directly to the point where I believe 
the committee’s interests lie, I stayed in Saigon on various missions 
I was—we were—divided up with functions among the several offi
cers within this group. Among o ther things, T was to be liaison with 
both the F rench  and the British when they arrived on the  scene. The 
British were the occupying—were responsible for the occupation of all 
Southeast Asia below the 16th parallel . A Brit ish general was the 
normal commander of this opera tion ; Lord Mountbatten was the chief 
commander; he delegated tha t p art of the world to a Bri tish Lt. Gen
eral Gracev, and the French were then soon to  be represented by Ad
miral D’Argenlieu, and then, later , by Field Marshal LeClerc. So 
my  nominal role was to do the liaison between my group and those two 
commands as they were fleshed out.

I should remind you tha t we got there very early in the game. The 
Briti sh came with an initial  delegation, a hal f dozen officers; the 
French came and the Bri tish came on in force later.

Anyhow, at the end of October, the 1st of November, approximately, 
we had noticed a t Saigon that a number of things were transpiring and 
there was a request tha t I be sent with a small group to  Hanoi, which 
was a rather complicated affair then because there were a lot of ju ris
dictional problems between the two theaters o f operations; so I had  to 
go and clear my mission with General MacArthu r’s headquarters 
in the Philip pines  and then late r en route to—it was the long way
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around to Hanoi, but I went by Manila and then subsequently to 
Shanghai.

In Shanghai I  was provided with Air  Force transpor tation for me 
and my group to Hanoi and we arrived in Hano i around the—my recol
lection is—the middle of November.

ACCOUNT OF HANOI

Two th ings were then  in the process of happening : Well, perhaps, 
at this juncture, Mr. Chairman, I had occasion to write a dispatch 
many years l ate r for publication in Life  magazine and this was sent 
actually from Indoch ina because I was there as a correspondent.

The Chairman. Why don’t you read those. I think-----
Mr. White. Would tha t be proper?
The Chairman. Certain ly.
Mr. White. I will tr y.
The Chairman. This is an account afte r you arrived in Hanoi ?
Mr. W hite . This was an account of those days in Hanoi that I was 

to write  some 20 years l at er :
In December, 1945, Hanoi was a strange and stricken town, restive, covered with a film of red dust raised, more often than  not, by crowds of tense demonstra tors moving in the streets. Most of the demonstrators carried  streamers identifying them as “Viet Minh” but there  was also a profusion of non-Commu- nis t groups, less numerous and less well-organized, marching in counterdemonstrations. Whatever thei r political identification, the processions invariably headed fo r a dark red building then called “Le Palai s du Gouvernement” inside of which lived-----
The Chairman. Please read tha t a little  slower so we can get it. We 

don’t have copies of it, so read it  so I can hea r it clearly.
Mr. White (r eading) :
* * * processions invariably headed for a dark red building then called “Le Pala is du Gouvernement” inside of which lived a frail,  lonely man named Ho Chi Minh.
The Chairman. This was your first meeting ?
Mr. White . This was my first meeting.
Late in 1945 Ho had proclaimed the independence of the State  of Vietnam “within the French Union.” In discussions with French representatives in Hanoi, notably with Sainteny, who was Chief of the French mission, Ho was trying  to iron out precisely what the term “independence with in the French Union” really meant. The negotiations were not going well. For one thing, the French themselves disagreed on the whole question of independence. Saiteny and his group proposed to give Vietnam something akin to “commonwealth sta tus” with substan tial autonomy in many fields, including i ts own army.The arrival of the first  French troops December 19th and the way they arrived fur ther darkened the scene. Under the Yalta agreement, British troops from the Indian Army constituted the Allied Occupation Force in the south of Vietnam, below the lGth parallel. In Tonkin the Chinese had been given the occupation assignment. The Chinese, under Marshal Lu Han, who was also called the “other Chinese Gimo,” had devoted themselves to looting the country systematically of everything of value they could find.
I was trying, s ir, in th is dispatch, to portray the way Hanoi looked 

at tha t time. The French  had not been authorized as yet to return in 
any strength ; Ho was runn ing a precariously organized provisional 
government and the Chinese were the main occupation force at the 
time, and they were busy looting  the country. I t was curious to see
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they were carryin g everything off from out of Hanoi on th eir  backs 
like ants leaving an anthill. I t was an extraordinary scene. Thi s was 
the situation when I arr ived at  that time.

witne ss’ mi ssion

I go on in this dispatch saying there had been an OSS detachment 
in Hanoi but it had been recalled.

My mission was to replace the Hanoi group. In the absence of any other offi
cial Americans, my assignment was to repor t political developments in Tonkin 
to the War Department and to the State  Department. With me were a radio 
operator  and a cryptographer. With our radio and “one-time pad”—now, a one
time pad is a system of encoding and decoding we all used to use in the field— 
we set up operations in a couple of rooms on the top floor of the Metropole 
Hotel. I sent a message to Ho Chi Minh identifying myself and asked to be 
received.

For the chronicle of what happened a fte r our a rriv al in Hanoi, via a U.S. Air 
Force C-46 cargo plane from Canton—

I have to rely on memory of many years ago. The d ispatches tha t 
I was to send from Hanoi were all sent through channels by our radio 
from the Hotel Metropole. They went to OSS, I suppose, someplace, 
then into the  archives of that  period. Unless, of course, they have been 
destroyed, they are probably still classified. At least we sent them all 
Top Secret, encoded, but, anyway I have no way to refer back to re
fresh my memory on the period.

But  the overall scene does remain vivid.
There were mobs in the streets. Chinese troops continued to file out of Hanoi 

carrying thei r loot in bullock carts, captured Japanese trucks and even on their 
backs.

All the elements of a combustive explosion were there.
The French had been given authorization; presumably Washington 

concurred. T was not told but anyhow, the French were going to  re- 
occupy, reinvest Tonkin  in the month of December of that ye ar ; and 
they had assembled a flot illa of warships headed by the battle cruiser 
Richel ieu and they also had a flotilla of LST’s; they obviously had 
been American at one time but were provided by the Brit ish from 
American sources originally.

Anyhow, the  poin t to me—the function of my mission at  that  junc
ture  was to see how this explosive si tuation  might develop.

Ho was there. The French coming back; there  were the Chinese. 
Everybody was—many people were acting pre tty independently of 
instruct ions from the ir main capital. We were al l a long way from 
instructions from h igher  authorities.

Anyhow, picking up my dispa tch :
I sat in a water front cafe in Haiphong and watched the incoming heavy- 

cruiser  RICHELIEU, then the only capital ship in the French navy, lob shells 
into the foothills behind the port city. These, i t turned  out later,  constituted a 
show of force rather  than an attack but the shelling served to heighten tensions 
another notch.

CONVERSATION W IT H  HO  CITI M IN H

At the epicenter of all this  sat  Ho Chi Minh who invited me to call on him 
shortly afte r the  French landing a t Haiphong.

Ho received me late in the afternoon. Save for a doorman, he appeared to be 
alone in the big palace. I sat  with him in the main “salon” in the fron t of the  
building, both of us side by side in straightbacked chairs, a small table between
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us. We were undisturbed for the next two hours. There were no interruptions, no secretaries, no telephone calls, no messengers. This by itsel f was strange, given the conflict and tumult outside. At one juncture a male servant  produced tea and left. Ho wore the trad itional high-buttoned tunic, floppy pant s of the same khaki material. His beard was then wispy and his manner curiously detached. I was unprepared for a  person so slight.I began the conversation, explaining that I had come to report on events then happening in Vietnam and to t ransmit  whatever messages he might want  passed to U.S. authorities  in Washington. I can’t remember the conversation in detail, of course, but the general burden of his remarks are still with me. The conversation  began in French but he l ater switched to English. He begged my par- » don, saying tha t he would like to use his English which he rarely  had occasionto do. The fa ct was t ha t his English was be tter than my French.He had no specific messages he wanted to transmit, but he said he was glad tha t there  was interest in the United States in what was transpi ring in this fa raway corner of the  globe.
> Ho wondered if  Americans knew how st rongly the Vietnamese people desiredindependence. He went back to the history of early Chinese invasions, then reviewed the French occupation and finally the past  five years under the Jap anese. In grea t detail he developed h is theme, the burden of which was that no mat ter who the  occupier, the Vietnamese people had always been determined to resist. At no junc ture in this recital  did he refer in any way to himself or even to the Communist Party , although he was to mention the lat ter  later on.The second p art  of the conversation had to do with the present  situat ion and what  it implied for the futu re of the country. For a man who had spent most of the las t five years hidden in the jungles of northwest  Tonkin with a price on his head, he passed over the Japanese invasion of recent history with littl e comment.

Ho talked at grea ter length about the Chinese who were still streaming out of the city. The hardship and destruction  they had caused in thei r relatively brief s tay brought him, i t seemed to me, very close to tears, especially their bru tal trea tmen t of Vietnamese women.
But wliat Ho really wanted to talk about wasn' t the pas t but his country’s prospects for the future.  He re ferred to the past  mainly to underscore the resiliency and determination of the  people. Having made his case for the will of the  Vietnamese to be independent, he then began to discuss what they would need to realize a bette r future . It  was mainly in this context th at he mentioned France, the Soviet Union—and, la ter the United States, in tha t order.As for France, Ho said tha t in many ways the French had been helpful to the country and tha t a special “sympatliie” existed between the French and “our people.” He continued by saying t ha t he felt tha t many French recognized finally tha t times had changed and tha t the t radi tiona l colonial form of rule had to end. He believed tha t men like Sainteny and others understood this and were prepared to cede real independence to Vietnam over a period of years. However, he could not be sure. He could not be ce rtain that the arrangements he was reaching with French representatives in Hanoi would be honored either in Saigon or in Paris.  Only time would tell that.  Nor, he continued, could he be sure that many of his own people would be willing to tru st the French or abide the delays that might occur in the negotiations.

• He asked me if I had seen the  crowds in the streets. When I said that I had butwas not  sure what  they meant, he replied, “For many of our people, patience has come to an end.”
IIO  C H I M IN H ’s  CONVERSAT ION

He then brought up the Soviet Union. It  was only at  this juncture tha t he mentioned anything about himself personally. He referred to his young days as an “idealist ” and his resulting troubles with French police. He mentioned tha t a sister had been maltreated and imprisoned in the Penal Colony at Poulo Condor.
That is the one where the cages were to appear in more recent times—as a result of her activity and his.
Eventually he had gone to the Soviet Union, he said, and s tudied the teaching of Marx and Lenin. He did not dwell on this  much except to say that  he believed tha t revolution had benefited the Russian people and tha t he had become a believer in Communism. But he went on to say tha t he did not believe tha t the
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Soviet Union eith er could or would make any kind of a real contribution to 
build ing of what he called a new Vietnam.

And let. me make an aside here, not from my notes, bu t I do also 
recall at  tha t time th at one of the peculiarities of Ho was his enormous 
curiosity. He wanted to be told about everything and this was not only 
a tr ai t th at I found myself in talking to him bu t I  had a colleague in 
the British  intelligence there at the  time, well known, Colonel Trevor 
Wilson, who stayed on in Hanoi for many, many years both under 
cover and above ground; and he, also—I have seen him since in the last 
several years and he had tha t same recollection tha t Ho was always 
deeply curious as to what was going on. Ho knew, fo r example, that 
there  had been la rge destruction by the German invasion of Russia. 
He knew that the re had been some reconstruction but  he had no idea— 
he asked me what went on in 'Stal ingrad.  Of course. I had not seen 
Stalingrad either but I had seen more recent newspapers and I had 
read them and T could give him more of an account than he had, since 
he had been so isolated. You have no idea what living five years in a 
jungle in a remote northwestern corner is.

HO  C H I M I N I l ’s  CO RR ES PO ND EN CE  W IT H  G ANDH I AN D N E H R U

He was most destitute of knowledge, and dur ing this period. I learned 
from his conversations but also from my British colleague friend, 
tha t he engaged in long correspondence with Gandhi and Nehru; 
people he would just write out of the blue and ask them for thei r 
views of wha t was going on and they responded to him. So there was 
a voluminous amount of what must be fascinating correspondence, 
someplace, of all thi s correspondence, (Ho) trv ing  to recover from his 
ignorance of what was going on in  the world.

Vie t n a m ’s need  fo r in v e st m e n t s  of m o n e y  and  m a c h in e s

It  was in this context that  he asked me if I had seen any of the  Vietnamese 
countryside. I confessed I had seen hut  l itt le  of the south  and none of the  north. 
Then he wen t into  a lengthy description of the economy of the  country, par ticu
lar ly stre ssin g its  dependence on rice. What we really  need, he said, is larg e in
vestments of money an d machines, at  f irst to rep air  and improve our dike system 
and then  lat er,  when we are self-sufficient in food, the  means to make us a nw lem  
count ry in the  industr ial sense. Then he asked me if I though t the  Russians at 
presen t could make  such a contribut ion. I said  I was not in any position to 
know.

Then he answered his own question by descr ibing his und ers tanding of the 
dest ruct ion th at  the war had caused in the  Soviet Union, and concluded tha t 
the  Russian s would have their hands ful l for the  next decade in rebu ilding thei r 
own country.

The United State s, Ho said, was  probably in the  best position to aid  Vietnam 
in the pos twar years.  He said  th at  we had emerged from the w ar with enormous 
power and pres tige in the  world. He also mentioned that  America was a Pacific 
power and therefo re would logically have  a pa rti cu lar  intere st in the  area . He 
also  dwelled a t some length on the  disposition of Americans as a people to be 
sympath etic  to self-determination of nations and generous in making contribu
tions to less fortu na te states. Bu t here  aga in he doubted th at  the  United  States 
Government could  he counted on to come to  the  aid of Vietnam—in a massive way.

He said  he fel t th at  the U.S. Government would find more urgent things to do. 
He said something to the  effect tha t, af te r all. Vietnam is a small country  and 
fa r away. Vietnam could not be expected  to loom large in the preoccupations  of 
the  United  States.

[Laughter.]



Mr. White [Reading] :
In short, he was saying th at  he  hoped America would intere st itself  in Vietnam 

hut  he d idn’t believe, in  th e final an alysi s, we would.
It  was qui te dark when I lef t the palace.  He had given me no specific messages 

or requests to tran smit. I return ed to the  Metropole. We had made no firm plans  
to m eet again .

RE CEPTION GIVEN BY HO  IN  PALACE
Thu s it came as a surpri se to receive a message from Ho just  a few moments 

af te r return ing  to  th e hotel. The message said  th at  he  regrett ed the  s hort notice, 
hu t would I care to come to a reception he was giving th at  same evening at  the  
Palace? The inv itat ion  sounded qui te casual and  extemporaneous, hut  I changed  
uniforms a nd was back a t the  pa lace  by 7 :00 p.m. I t turned  out to he an e xtr ao r
dinary  evening.

There were three oth er gues ts w ith Ho when I was ushered into the  same salon 
we’d met in t ha t a fternoon before .

All th ree  were Vietnamese. Two were e lderly men in  mandarin robes a nd head- 
pieces. The thi rd  was  much younger. He wore wh ite shor ts and an open neck w hite 
shi rt. The la tter  was introduced to me as “The Prov ision al Minister  of National  
Defense.” He was Nguyen Van Giap—the  genera l. At that  time the  name held 
lit tle  significance, nor  could I engage him in much conversat ion either in French 
or English . The two elde rs tur ned out to be provisional min iste rs also—of educa
tion  a nd cultu ral  a ffair s, or some such. At the  time I f elt  t ha t I was simply being 
given an opportu nity  to meet some of Ho’s ofiicial fa mily informally. Rose wine 
was served.

Then sudden ly other gues ts began arr iving. Through the double doors of th e big 
room burst  General LeClerc  gripp ing his white  malacon cane, followed by Gen
era ls Valluy  and Salan, Sain teny  and  finally  Colonel Mirmanbeau, LeClerc’s 
Chief of Staff. T his w as th e fi rst te am—

As I  explained earlier, as I  was a liaison officer, I  knew al l of them 
well—

Although my assoc iation with LeClerc had  alwa ys been cordia l, the French  
never concealed their  irr ita tio n and distr us t of OSS.

LeClerc was visibly dis tressed to see me there. He had no idea tha t 
Americans were there , and it is not mentioned in this par ticu lar dis
patch because i t wasn’t pertinent  bu t General LeClerc had been very 
unhappy with the activities  of the French OSS unit in the south of 
the border as well as those in the north.

The Chairman. You mean the Americans ?
Mr. White. Yes, sir ; I  am sorry.
The Chairman. The American OSS?
Mr. White. Yes, our activities.
The Cttatrman. Yes.
Mr. White. And indeed the first detachment commander in the 

south was a young American colonel called Peter Dewey, and the 
French had succeeded, in ways that  were never explained to us, in ef 
fecting Colonel Dewey's recall, and indeed it was ironic and rather 
tragic that Colonel Dewey was assassinated in Saigon the nigh t before 
he was to have been recalled; and it was rather unclear to all of us 
there at the time who did the assassination. I  personally saw the assas
sination happen because it happened very close to where we were stay
ing and T could actual ly see the people shooting the guns at him. so it 
could be determined whether it  was a native Annamite, non-Caucasian, 
if you will, but who ordered  the  assassination was never clear; but it 
was clear tha t the French  were very pleased to  have Dewey recalled.

Next in order  of arriv al came the Field Commander o f Lu Han 's 
Chinese army and his Chief of Staff. The greetings  exchanged on all
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sides were glacial and, finally, representing the British Commander in- 
Indochina, came Lt. Colonel Trevor Wilson, the Chief of Ml -5 in 
Hanoi, the one whom I referred to earlier.

ANECDOTE REGARDING DI NN ER

We did not make a cozy group. When dinner was announced, I wasn’t prepared 
for tha t either. At first I wasn’t sure that  I was invited for dinner. Ho’s note to 
me had only mentioned a “reception.” Befitting my relatively modest rank of 
Major, obviously among four-star generals and above, I held back until all the 
others had found their  places at the dinner table and were seated. If there 
hadn’t been an empty chair I was prepared to slink away but there was an empty 
chair and it was next to Ho’s place, and I could see tha t there was an invitation 
and the invitation carried my name.

The dinner was a horror. The French confined themselves to the bares t mini
mum of conversation and scarcely spoke to the Chinese. For their  part,  the 
Chinese got drunk,—really wildly drunk, and at one point Ho spoke to me 
very quietly and I turned to him and I said, “I think, Monsieur Le President 
there is some resentment over the seating arrangement.” I meant my place, of 
course, next  to him as the seat of honor. “I can see th at,” said Ho, “but who else 
would I have to ta lk to?" he replied.

I think  it  was a r ather te lling  anecdote. I hope so, because he did at 
tha t point in time, give the whole impression of a man very much iso
lated, very much defensive and very much on the reserve.

I saw Ho Chi Minh several other times in the course of the weeks I stayed 
on in Hanoi but none of these encounters were terribly memorable.

HO'S LEAVING FOR PARIS FOR NEGOTIATIONS WITH FREN CH GOVERNMENT

There were plenty of developments to report to Washington including Ho’s 
decision to go to Paris  to finish his negotiations with the French government.

And then, of course, in March—tha t was the conclusion of this 
dispatch tha t I was to  write for Life—Ho did go and I will leave 
to others who reported  to this committee ear lier on what transpired  
in Paris.

My own tour was finished there. Ho left. When I last saw him before 
he left for Par is and his discussions, he was hopeful but not part ic
ularly  confident tha t they were going to work out. He felt, as he 
originally  suggested to  me, tha t extremists on both sides, his own as 
well as French public opinion, would make it very difficult for him 
to come to a meaningful agreement in achieving a real measure of 
independence for his country.

Obviously, he was more tlian prophetic in some of the things he said.
Then I returned to Saigon and stayed on in the theate r somewhat 

longer on other missions, and then came home.

WITNESS IN  VIETNAM BEFORE, DURING TET OFFENSIVE

It  is maybe pertinent to the testimony tha t I can provide for the 
committee tha t after  this period I had one other occasion to spend a 
substantial amount of time in Vietnam, and tha t was during the Tet 
offensive or jus t before the Tet offensive in 1967 and 1968.1 was a cor
respondent at tha t junctu re for Time and Life magazines; and 
then from the period mainly from 1948 to 1950 I  was on the Par is staff 
of Time magazine and Life magazine, and then in 1954 at the time
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of tlie Peace Conference in  Geneva I  returned to Paris and was, from 
then un til the middle or the first p art  of the 1960’s, I was Pa ris Bureau Chief of  the two magazines and, of course, one of the  principal  stories 
we had at that time was the French  aspect of the Vietnam story ; and also I had occasion to watch the dissolution of the French colonial empire elsewhere, most notably in North  Africa,  and I did cover the 
French departure  from such countries as Tunisia,  Morocco and Algeria and a good deal of th e French black empire  or black Africa . 

PARALLELS BETWEEN WITHDRAWAL EFFORTS

If  the chairman will forgive me. I  can't he lp but  be struck by some 
paralle ls between the U.S. efforts to withdraw from Vietnam and the problems of the French withdrawal from North  Africa. So many of the arguments it  seemed pe rta ined; I  have th at sort of deja vu  feeling 
that I have been through some of this before because we heard  so 
many of  these a rguments  in the past from many similar quarters  that we now hear  in this country, about our partic ipation in Vietnam.

One of those is the one that  you have heard  most often from French  
governments—was the  one about our credulity—“Will anybody ever listen to France if we withdraw from—” the most dramatic one, of 
course, was Algeria, but also from Morocco and Tunisia before th at— “What will France’s word be worth?”

Another popu lar argument at the time was: “We are l etting down our allies, our American friends.” Very many French leaders would 
arg ue : “O ur American friends would be let down because we are holding on for strategic reasons in North  Afr ica: The naval bases in Morocco and Tunis ia.”

There was another argument that the French leadership used to use against departing  from the ir colonies. This one was or would be the 
economic one t ha t we heard some of yesterday. I was privileged to listen to some of the testimony yesterday, the argument that  these 
colonies in North A frica  were essential, vital to  French national inte rests, economically as well as strategically and politically .

The four th and very principal argument , was the mili tary  one, 
somewhat associated with the prestige one, but the one tha t goes: So many of our sons have fought here and died here, and to leave after 
this would be a disgrace to France, dishonor to our sons”—arguments you hear, obviously, passionately in this country now.

BLOOD BATH ARGUMENT

Another one that was st rongly argued and at least I seem to hear reverberations in America now, is th e one, is the economic one I  was 
alluding to and it is also the  one th at  goes famil iarly into the night of the  long knives.

The Chairman. Blood bath?
Mr. White. Pardon?
The Chairman. Blood bath?
Mr. White. Blood bath  is the phrase.
The Chairman. That is what tbev called it.
Mr. White. It  was argued if the French were to leave any one of those places from Vietnam down through Tunisia, Morocco, Alger ia,
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th at ou r fri ends , i.e., the regime s th at the  Fr en ch  h ad  pu t in place— 
they  used  to arg ue  they were du ly elec ted— fre qu en tly  some ki nd  of 
an  elec toral process ha d been gone  th ro ug h—bu t no t many of  us 
kidd ed  ourselves that  they  were reall y b ona  fide dem ocr atical ly elec ted 
in ou r sense of  the word,  bu t in any  event, how ever, they  wer e or  
or  how the y got the re,  to de pa rt and leave th er e was tan tamou nt  to 
con dem ning them  to death .

I  th in k th at  the mem bers  of  the  commit tee would  hav e to be ha rd  
presse d not  to  figu re ou t wh ate ver happened  to  all those people. 
You know there wasn’t all th at  big  a blood ba th . In  the case of 
Vietn am  before, a few minis ters, a few Fren ch  c reatu res like Bao Dai 
suddenly fou nd  it  much more he alt hy  to  live in vi lla s on the Fr en ch  
Ri viera th an  to s tay  where th ey  were , but. they  had vi lla s on the R iv iera  
any how , mos t of  them . So the notion th a t whe n the Fr en ch  presence, 
as the French  like  t o use the word, depa rte d fro m any of these place s 
th at the  Fr en ch  cred ul ity  wou ld be att acked, Fr en ch  word in in te r
na tio na l circles wou ld lose forc e an d au thor ity , th at the economy 
would  be wrecked , th at  peop le wou ld be kil led —none of these th ings , 
in fac t, in my opinion, came to  pass.

To  be sure , many Fr en ch  gr av ey ards  conta in the bodies of  young 
Frenchme n, brav e young Frenchme n, who  die d in  Vietn am  and th at  
is to be de plor ed : bu t the  notion  that?—well , le t me pu t it  an othe r w ay: 
Th e Fren ch  fran c at  th at  tim e du ring  th is  pe riod of  the 1940’s, early  
1950’s, the  Fren ch  fr an c wa s ab out 600 to the  do lla r in  the  black mark et,  
if  my recollection is correc t. I  confess to  ha ving  exchan ged  some 
do lla rs in those days at th a t pric e. The Fr en ch  fran c is very st ro ng — 
4 to  1 to  t he  do lla r—4 to  1, a nd  s tre ng then ing eve ry day , so in ter ms  
of  wh at  it  did to th e Fr en ch  economy an d wha t it  did  to  t he  Fr en ch  
voice, I  t hi nk  i t i s hea rd  as  lo udly in t he  w orld as it  was before, before 
Al ge ria , before  lea vin g Indo ch ina.

DANGEROUS TO DRAW TOO MAN Y PARALLELS

I  th ink it  is alw ays  dangero us to  draw  too  ma ny paral lel s. As a 
pro fessional  co rre spondent,  I  am not in t he  p ar al le l-d rawing busine ss, 
bu t T do th in k it  is wo rth  no tin g, to  the people  whose concern  th is 
whole aff air  is, some of  t hose th ings  t ha t were di rect ly  pred ict ed  a nd  
as rel ate d, re fe rred  to in  th is  prese nt con tex t, a t least, in th e case  of  
th e F renc h in  In do ch in a and t he  Fre nc h i n N or th  A fr ica,  tho se thing s 
subs tant ia lly  did no t tra ns pi re .

I  th in k I  would  lik e to  leave it  there,  bu t I  wou ld invi te  th e 
Ch ai r to  ask  me any  que stio ns in  are as th a t he  feel s I  can  be of  any 
enlighte nm ent.

(Take 1 an d tak e 2 o f F ra nk  W hi te ’s di spatch  o f Ja nuar y 22, 1968, 
fo llo w:)

Saigon, January 22, 1968.
To: Lang for Farmer, New York.
Fro m: Frank White, Saigon.

Tn December 1945, Hanoi was a strange  and stricken town, restive, covered 
with a film of red dust raised, more often than  not, by crowds of tense demon
stra tors  moving in the streets. Most of the demonstrators carried streamers 
identifying them as “Viet Minh” but there was also a profusion of non-Communist 
groups, less numerous and less well organized, marching in counter demonstra
tions. Whatever thei r political identification, the processions invariably  headed
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for a dark red building then called “Le Pala is Du Gouvernement” inside of which lived a frai l lonely man named Ho Chi Minh.
Late in 1945 Ho had proclaimed the independence of the sta te of Vietnam “within the French union.” In discussions with French representatives in Hanoi, notably with Sainteny, who was chief of the French mission, Ho was trying to iron out precisely what  the term “independence within the French union” really meant  The negotiations were not going well. For one thing, the French themselves disagreed on the whole question of indei>endence. Sainteny and his group proposed to give Vietnam something ak in to “commonwealth sta tus” with substan tial autonomy in many fields, including its  own army.
The arrival  of the first French troops Dec. 19th, and the way they arrived  fur the r darkened the scene. Under the Yalta Agreement, B ritish troops from the Indian Army constituted  the Allied Occupation Force in the south of Vietnam, below the 16th parallel. In Tonkin the Chinese had been given the occupation assignment The Chinese under Marshall Lu Han (the “other Chinese Gimo”) had devoted themselves to looting the country systematical ly of everything of value they could find.
This, then, was the situat ion when I arrived in Hanoi. At the time I was a young major in the OSS (Office of S trategic  Services) in Saigon, there had been an OSS detachment in Hanoi but it had been recalled. My mission was to replace the Hanoi group. In the absence of any other official Americans, my assignment was to report political developments in Tonkin to the War Depart ment and to the State Department. With me were a radio operator and a cryptographer . With our radio and “one-time pad” code books, we set up operations in a couple of rooms on the top floor of the Metropole Hotel. I  sent a message to Ho Chi Minh, identifying myself and asked to be received.
For the chronicle of what  happened afte r our arrival  in Hanoi, via a U.S. Airforce C-46 cargo plane from Canton, I now rely without too much confidence on memories of 22 years ago. The dispatches I sent to my own rea r base at Singapore for forwarding to Washington may or may not still exist in CIA archives. In  any event I haven’t seen them.
But the overall scene remains as vivid as  a flash of lightning against a  towering storm. There were the mobs in the streets. Chinese troops continued to file out of Hanoi, carrying the ir loot in bullock carts, captured Japanese  trucks  and even on their backs. They took everything—plumbing fixtures, tiles off the roofs, furn iture and even stripped pipes of buildings. And into the port of Haiphong steamed the flotilla, loaded with French troops, under the command of an angry and frustra ted  General (later Marshal) LeClerc.
All the elements of the combustive explosion were there. Would the French fire on the pillaging Chinese? How would the Vietnamese, already bloodied in skirmishes with the French in various par ts of the  country, react to the s ight of a French reinvestment of thei r capital  city? I sat in a waterfron t cafe in Haiphong and watched the  incoming heavy cruiser “Richelieu”, then the only capital ship in the French navy, lob shells into the foothills behind the port city. These, it turned  out later, constituted a show of force rather  than an attack but the shelling served to heighten tensions another notch.
At the epicenter of all this sat  Ho Chi Minh who invited me to call on him shortly afte r the French landing at  Haiphong.
Ho received me late in the afternoon. Save for a doorman he appeared to be alone in the big palace. I sat  with him in the main “salon” in the fron t of the building, both of us side by side in straight-backed chairs, a small table between us. We were undisturbed for the next two hours. There were no interruptions, no secretaries, no telephone calls, no messengers. This by itself  was strange , given the conflict and tumult outside. At one juncture a male servant produced tea and left. Ho wore the  tra ditional high buttoned tunic, floppy pants of the same khaki material. His beard was then wispy and his manner curiously detached. I was unprepared fo r a person so slight
I began the conversation, explaining t ha t I had come to report on events then happening in Vietnam and to t ransmit whatever messages he might want passed to U.S. autho rities  in Washington. I can’t remember the conversation in detail, of course, but the general burden of his remarks are  still with me. Tlie conversation began in French but he l ate r switched to English. He begged my pardon, saying tha t he would like to use his English which he rarely had occasion to do. The fact was tha t his English was better than my French.
He had no specific messages he wanted to transmit, but he said he was glad tha t there was interest in the United States in what  was transpiring in this far  away corner of the globe.

83- 60 5— 73------ 11



156

We wondered if  Americans knew liow strongly the Vietnamese people desired 
independence. He went hack to the history of early Chinese invasions, then 
reviewed the French occupation and finally the past five years under the Jap a
nese. In  great  detail he developed our theme, the burden of which was that  no 
mat ter who the occupier, the Vietnamese people had always been determined 
to resist. At no juncture in thi s reci tal did he refer in any way to himself or  even 
to the Communist Party, although he was to mention the lat ter late r on.

The second p art  of the  conversation had to do with the present situat ion and 
what it implied for the future of the country. For a man who had spent most of 
the last  five years hidden in the jungles of northwest Tonkin with a price on 
his head, he passed over the Japanese invasion of recent history with little  
comment.

He talked at greater length about the Chinese who were still streaming out 
of the city. The hardsh ip and destruction they had caused in their  relatively 
brief stay brought him, it seemed to me, very close to tears, especially their  
brut al treatment of Vietnamese women.

But what Ho really wanted to talk about wasn’t the past  but his country’s 
prospects for the future. He referred to the past mainly to underscore the 
resiliency and determination of the people. Having made his case for the will of 
the Vietnamese to be independent, he then began to discuss what they would need 
to realize a better future. It  was mainly in this  context th at he mentioned France, 
the Soviet Union and the United States, in th at order.

As for France, Ho said tha t in many ways the French had been helpful to 
the country and tha t a special “sympathie” existed between the French and 
“our people”. He continued by saying tha t he felt tha t many French recognized 
finally tha t times had changed and tha t the tradit ional  colonial form of rule 
had to end. He believed tha t men like Sainteny and others understood this  and 
were prepared to cede real independence to Vietnam over a period of years. How
ever, he could not be sure. He could not be certain  that the  ar rangements  he was 
reaching with French representatives in Hanoi would be honored ei ther in Sai
gon or in Paris. Only time would tell that. Nor, he continued, could he be sure 
that many of his own people would be willing to tru st the French or abide the 
delays. He asked me i f I  had seen the crowds in the streets. When I said that I 
had but was not sure what they meant, he rep lied : “For many of our people, 
patience has come to an end.”

He then brought up the Soviet Union. It  was only at  this junctu re tha t he 
mentioned anything about himself personally. He re ferred  to his young days as 
a “idealist” and his result ing troubles with French police. He mentioned tha t a 
sister had been maltreated  and imprisoned in the penal colony a t Poulo Condor 
as a result of his activity. Eventually he had gone to the Soviet Union, he said, 
and studied the teachings of Marx and Lenin. He did not dwell on this much 
except to say that he believed tha t revolution had benefited the Russian people 
and tha t he had become a believer in Communism. B ut he went on to say tha t he 
did not believe tha t the Soviet Union e ither could or would make any kind of 
a real  contribution to building of what he called a new Vietnam in the near future.

It  was in this context that  he asked me if I had seen any of the Vietnamese 
countryside. I confessed I had seen but littl e of the south and none of the north. 
Then he went into a lengthy description of the economy of the  country, particu
larly stressing its dependence on rice. What we real ly need, he said, is large in
vestments of money and machines—at  first to repair  and improve our dike sys
tem and then later , when we are self sufficient in food, the means to make us a 
modern country in the industria l sense. Then he asked me if I thought the Rus
sians at present could make such a  contribution. I said I didn’t know. Then he 
answered his own question by describing his understanding of the destruction 
that the war had caused in the Soviet Union (remember, this  was 1946) and 
concluded tha t the Russians would have thei r hands full “for the next decade” 
in rebuilding th eir own country.

The United S tates, Ho said, was probably in  the best position to aid Vietnam 
in the post-war years. He said tha t we had emerged from the war with enormous 
power and prestige in the world. He also mentioned that America was a  Pacific 
power and therefore would logically have a par ticu lar interest  in the area. He also 
dwelled a t some length on th e disposition of Americans as a people to be sym
pathet ic to self determina tion of nations and generous in making contributions 
to less fortun ate states. But here again he doubted tha t the United S tates  Gov
ernment  could be counted on to come to the aid of Vietnam. He said he felt  that
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the  U.S. Government would find more urg ent  things to do. He said something to the affect that,  af te r all, Vietnam, is a small  country  and  fa r away. Vietnam could not be expected to loom large in the preoccupations of the United  State s.In  short, he was saying th at  he  hoped America would intere st i tse lf in Vietnam but he didn’t believe, in  the final ana lysis , we would.It  was quite da rk  when  I left the  palace.  He had given me no specific messages or requests  to transm it. I return ed to the  metropole. We had made no firm plans to meet aga in.

Thus it  came as a surpri se to receive a message from Ho a few moments af te r return ing  to the  hotel. The  message read  th at  he regrett ed the  short notice, but would I care to come to a reception he was giving th at  same evening at  the  palace? The inv ita tion sounded quite casu al and  extemporaneous, but  I changed uniforms and  was back at the  pa lace  by 7 p.m. It  turn ed out to be an extraord inary evening.
There were three other gues ts with  Ho when I was ushered into  the same salon we’d met in before. All three were Vietnamese. Two were elderly  men in manda rin  robes and headpieces. The third  was much younger. He wore white  sho rts and  a n open neck white shirt. The la tter  was  int roduced to me as “the  pro visional min iste r o f nat ional defense .” He was Nguyen Van Giap. At the  time th e name he ld lit tle  signif icance. Nor could I engage  him in  much conversation ei ther  in French or English . The  two elders tu rned out to be provisional min ister s also— of education  and  cultu ral  affa irs, or some such. At the time I felt  that  I was: simply being given an opportunity  to meet some of Ho’s official family info rmally. Rose wine was served.
Then suddenly other guests began arr iving. Through the double doors of the  big room burst  General Leclerc gripp ing his whi te malacca cane, followed by Generals Valluy and  Salan, Sainteny, and  finally Colonel Mirmanbeau , LeClerc’s chief of staff. This was the first  team  for the  French milita ry in Indo- China. I knew them well and they knew me. At  the  time I  was on General Leclerc’s staff as the  liaison officer for our  Saigon detachment of OSS. Although my associat ion with  Leclerc had always  been cordial, the  French  never concealed the ir irr ita tio n and distr us t of OSS. LeClerc and company had  not looked for  me th at  nig ht a t Ho Chi Minh’s or for t ha t m at ter for  anyone else.But even the French  were  sta rtl ed  to see the  nex t group of arr iva ls.  In came the  field commander  of Lu Ha n’s Chinese arm y and  his chief  of staff. The greetings exchanged on all  sides  were glacial. And finally, representing the  Bri tish  commander in Indo-China, came Lt. Col. Trevor  Wilson, the  chief  of MI-5  in Hanoi.
We d id not make a cozy group.  When din ner  was announced I wasn’t prepared for th at  either. At first I wasn’t sure th at  I was invi ted for  dinner. Ho’s note to me had  only mentioned “a recep tion.” Befitt ing my modest ran k I held back until  all the  othe rs had  found their  places  and  were seated at  the  table. Ifthe re hadn’t been an empty c ha ir I was  prepared to slink  away. Bu t the re was__and i t was ne xt to  Ho’s. I sa t down.
The dinner  was a horror. The  French  confined themselves to the  bares t minimum of  conversatio n and scarce ly spoke to the  Chinese. For  th eir  par t the  Chinese got drunk “gam be-ing” everyone around the  table.  At one poin t I spoke to Ho very quietly. “I think  Mr. President  the re is some resentment over the  sea ting  arrang ement  a t thi s tab le.” I meant  of course my place  next to him. “Yes,” he replied, “I can see tha t. Bu t who else could I talk  to?”I saw Ho Chi Minh several  other times  in the  course of the  weeks I stayed on in Hanoi but  none of these encou nters  were memorable. There were  plenty of developments to report  to Wash ington inclu ding Ho’s decision to go to Pa ris  to finish h is negotiation s with  the French Government.One person  who had seen a good deal of Ho before thi s period and for some time  the reaf ter  was my Br itish  colleague, Trevor  Wilson. Wilson was the  first  British officer in Hano i af te r the  Jap ane se surr end ered and  la te r became Brit ain’s first consul general accredi ted to Ho Chi Minh’s provis ional  government He is stil l around  this pa rt  of the  world. Now 65, Wilson is winding up his career  as public  info rmation  officer for the  Br itish Embassy in Laos.Trevor and I dined together the  other night in Vientiane. I wouldn’t want it mentioned in pr in t bu t Wilso n’s memory isn’t all th at  good these days. Bu t he remembered the  d inner we wen t to tha t night in Hanoi. In fac t he s til l has  somewhere in his possession  the menu th at  was served  autographed by mos t of the  people at  the  table . My own souvenir of the  night was an auto graphed pic ture
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of himse lf t ha t Ho sent me a t the hotel the  following day. Across it  w ere wri tten 
the  words : “To my good f riend , Commandant White , Sincerely, Ho Chi Minh.”

Wilson recal ls Ho “As a  man of gre at sincerity .” Except for  official occasions, 
says  Wilson, he lived as a hermit. He neve r wore any thin g save the  same kha ki 
tunics , one way or the  other . He left  in March. I retu rned to  Saigon.

Trevor  and  I dined togethe r the  other nigh t in Vientiane. I wouldn’t want it 
mentioned in pr in t but  Wilson’s memory isn’t all th at  good these days. Bu t he 
remembered the  d inner we went to th at  night in Hanoi. In  f act  he stil l has  some
where  in his possession the  menu th at  was served autographed by most of the  
people at  the table. My own souvenir  of the  night was an autographed pic ture  
completely  unadorned by any decorations or designations . Wilson does no t reca ll 
Ho drinking a nyth ing other then tea  or  an  occas ional b ottle of soda.

Apparen tly Ho held considerable  affection  for Wilson. Wilson occupied a villa 
just adjace nt to the government palace grounds . Occasionally Ho would drop 
over unannounced to talk . He invariably came alone. Once Ho invited  Wilson to 
att end a soccer match  with him. As pa rt of the  ceremonies, Ho was  supposed to 
kick the  ba ll to st ar t the  game. Wilson recal ls i t as a ra ther  pathe tic  sight watch
ing a man  as fra il as Ho trying  to  k ick the  ball bu t he gave it  a  determined try.

As one of the few, i f not the  only, wes tern  d iplom at in Hanoi at  th e time, Wil
son w as often  called on to  intervene w ith Ho’s government. When he couldn’t get 
actio n through regular  channels, Wilson appea led directly to Ho. “He a lway s to ld 
the  t ru th  to me,” says Wilson, “bu t you h ad to tell  h im the  t ru th , too.” One such 
occasion involved a requ est from the  French to do something about the  plight of 
14 French  officers being held by the  Communists somewhere  in the  country. 
Ho ins ist Wilson give him the  exa ct name of each of the  Frenchmen, find out 
where they were (apparent ly had no means  or didn’t wa nt to  find out for  him 
self)  and  finally Wilson must submit  a document giving  his  (Wilson’s) word 
th at  the  Frenchmen, when  apprehended, had  not been in the  coun try seeking to 
harm the  people of  Vietnam.

Wilson  had  no difficulty get ting the  names from the  French , bu t he did have  
to h ire  some Chinese u nderworld types to  locate th e prison where they were being 
held. Wilson also ascerta ined t hat  the  Fre nchm en had been p ar t of a group try ing  
to rescue other Frenchmen in the  co untry and, as such, had  no  m ilit ary  or espio
nage motives. This  much estab lished, Ho handed Wilson a note  addressed to the 
commander  of the  ja il where the Fren chmen were held. Wilson personally went 
to t he  ja il and  the  commander ho nored  Ho’s note.

Over the  period of time Wilson knew Ho—from September 1945 u nti l Decem
ber 1946—Wilson fo und th at  Ho Chi Minh rarely  discussed his personal life. He 
did, however, talk about his firs t tri p to Europe as a “Plon geur” on a messagerie 
maritime  stea mer  and also, lat er,  as a dishwasher  at  the  Savoy in London. 
Similarly Ho rarely  mentioned any thin g about his fami ly—only the  sis ter  he 
spoke to me about. “I often  wondered how he became so well-educated and so 
well informed,” says Wilson, “pa rticular ly in view of the  fa ct  he had so lit tle  
form al schooling and spent so much of h is life  in hidin g.”

I t is curious to say  the  lea st th at  no one I’ve met who knew Ho Chi Minh 
ever found him exhibit ing th e qua litie s of tough mindedness or autho rita rianism 
th at  are  normally the  ha llm ark  the  polit ical being partic ula rly  the communist 
pol itical animal. In observing Ho in that  historic ally  t urbu len t period of ’45-46, 
Trevor  Wilson noticed thi s anomaly. His explana tion  is th at  the  hard core 
communist revolut iona ries  around  Ho, notab ly Van Giap, recognized th at  given 
the  tradit ion ali st na ture  of the  Vietnamese people, they needed a fa ther  type 
image as the head of th ei r movement and  th at  the personality of Ho Chi Minh was  
ideally suited to t he ir purposes. Wilson  is persuaded th at  Ho was not  consulted or 
a pa rty  to most of the  bru tal  measures th at  the  regime took, particular ly those 
aga ins t landholding peasants.

The end of the ir assoc iation seems to supp ort thi s view, a t lea st in Wilson’s 
opinion.

Ho left Pa ris  in the  lat e spr ing or ear ly summer of 1946. This fiasco of the 
Fon tainblea u talk s from the Vietnamese point of view had been glossed over 
und er a meaningless communique. Ho took a slow boat back to Vietnam, land ing 
in the  South (Wilson is unsure  exa ctly  where, but  probably Saigon). Admiral 
Th ier ry D’Argenlieu, t he  F rench high commissioner, met the  boat and  k issed Ho 
on both cheeks.

However intended, D’Argenlieu’s embrace very nearly became the  kiss of d eath 
for  Ho Chi Minh. Between the  t ime  of h is final re turn  to Hanoi in October unt il
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December 19th when  the  Viet Minh attacked and finally occupied Hanoi, Ho 
became a virtu al prisoner of his own regime. “I could never see him alone 
aga in,” recal ls Wilson. “They moved him from one residence to another.  He could 
never speak  to me privately .” One of the  l as t occasions they saw each oth er was 
ear ly in December. Wilson had  called to del iver  an  important let ter  of state. 
(Not for use, it  was  a comm unication from Ne hru ). Ho, according to Wilson, 
rea d the  letter, smiled wis tful ly and  said, “Jus t tell  him I have received his 
message.”

The Chairman. Ju st a couple o f questions and then I will go to 
Mr. Moffat.

WAS HO REPRESENTATIVE OF RUSSIANS ? INTERNATIO NAL COM MUN ISM?

Your description there of your meeting with Ho was a very moving 
one. Did  you get the impression t ha t he was act ing as an agent for the 
Russians? Did he convey to you an atti tude tha t he was the re as a 
representa tive of Russia?

Mr. White. No, certain ly not.
The Chairman. How about China, did you get the impression tha t 

he was there as an agent of international communism?
Mr. W hite. No, quite the contrary was the case; obviously the Chi

nese Communists were 2 years away from taking power in China at 
the time, or 3, but quite the contrary, he dwelt at really extr aor
dinary length  on t radi tion al hostili ty between his own people and the  
Chinese people. It  was exacerbated by th e fact they  were there looting 
his country ; he dwelt very much on it.

The Chairman. Did he refe r to Mao Tse-tung  as having been one 
of his princ ipal sponsors, friend or otherwise?

Mr. White. He did not.
The Chairman. Did he refer to him at all?
Mr. White. He d id not mention Mao Tse-tung  a t all.
The Chairman. Well-----
Mr. W hite. Nor, I  confess, did I  ask him an ything about Mao Tse- 

tung,  either.
The Chairman. But  our policy used to  be justified on the  ground 

tha t he was a representative  of an international Communist conspiracy 
and was merely a cat’s paw in the service of t ha t conspiracy.

Mr. White. Yes, sir.
The Chairman. But  your  impression doesn’t confirm tha t ?
Mr. White. No, si r; it  was not. As I say, when he did discuss the 

Soviet Union, he  said, “I  don’t  th ink there is much that  we here can 
look for in terms of any kind of aid, moral, political or economic.”

HO THO UGH T U.S.  WOULD BE SYMPATHETIC

The Chairman. But he did th ink the United States  would be sympa
thetic  to his striv ing for independence?

Mr. White. Yes.
The Chairman. Did he know any thing  about Franklin Roosevelt’s 

views?
Mr. White. Yes, he did. He wanted to know more.
The Chairman. Did he believe tha t our Government would assist 

him, i f not  mate rially  a t least morally, th at  we would be in support of 
it or not?
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Mr. W hite. Yes, he said that he felt tha t as a young country st rug
gling  for its independence, tha t Vietnam would find sympathy  from 
the American people and from the U.S. Government.

The Chairman. Being as well-informed, apparently, as you say he 
was striv ing to be, he still did not think  tha t Vietnam would ever 
att rac t the attention of the United States? He was afra id Vietnam 
would not attr act  atten tion; the U.S. would not take interest in it?

Mr. W hite. That’s right. He said tha t he fe lt it ranked well down 
on the list of U.S. preoccupations.

The Chairman. li e was not a very good prophet, was he?
[Laughter.]
The Chairman. I think it is extremely interes ting and so con

vincing as to how completely misguided we were.

availability of reports

One last question:
You did report  what you are telling us ?
Mr. White. Oh, yes.
The Chairman. To our government ?
Mr. White. Right.
The Chairman. Y ou don’t know whether those reports are in the 

State Department or in the Defense Department or where they are?
Mr. White. I cannot say, sir.
The Chairman. Did you la ter ever see any of the people to whom 

you reported in the United States  and discuss this matter?
Mr. White. No, I did  not. It is curious.
The Chairman. Who was the head of the OSS at  tha t time when you 

were there ? Was it Donovan ? Who was the head ?
Mr. White. General Donovan was still alive, yes, sir ; and very 

active.
The Chairman. Was he the head of OSS ?
Mr. White. Yes, sir.
The Chairman. In Washington?
Mr. White. In Washington; yes, sir.
The Chairman. If  those reports  came through , would they come in 

the normal course of events to him or his office?
Mr. White. Sir, Mr. Chairman, we understood our reports were 

distributed, were made available, by OSS-----
The Chairman. To the State  Department?
Mr. White. To the State Department and to the War  Department, 
The Chairman. Have you ever made inquiries whether any of 

those reports are still in existence ?
Mr. W hite. I  have never made a formal one. I have seen—I have 

had friends who have been in CIA and I have said, I  have often won
dered a 1 oud where they might have gone but I never-----

The Chairman. Coiild you help our staff ident ify those reports, get 
more detail so we could initia te a request for them ?

Mr. White. Yes, certainly, of course. I will try.
The Chairman. It  would be interest ing at least to inquire as to 

whether  or not those reports  were available. I think they would be 
historical documents. They are not in the Pen tagon Papers. I suppose.

Do you know whether your documents were transferred to the 
custody of the CIA or not ?



161

Mr. White. I  have no firsthand,  personal knowledge of tha t, Mr. 
Chairman.

The Chairman. All right.
Thank you very much. We will come back to you.
The Chairman. I would like to now ask Mr. Moffat if you would give 

us your statement. It  is very interest ing. You just  stay there and we 
will probably pursue this later.

STATEMENT OF ABBOT LOW MOFFAT, FORMER CHIE F, DIVISION 
OF SOUTHEAST ASIAN AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Mr. Moffat. Senator, I have been asked to present a statement of 
my recollections of the handling of the Indochina problem in the 
Department of State-----

The Chairman. Before you go on that, are  you aware of the repor ts ? 
Did these reports come to you ?

Mr. Moffat. I saw some of them, sir.
The Chairman. Good.
Mr. Moffat. I can’t—I will come to that  later.
The Chairman. Yes.
Mr. Moffat. We saw much less of the Indochina  reports than  we— 

I saw of the Siamese. I had close working relations with the OSS on 
the Siamese matters. I  never could get it established on the Indoch ina 
ones. I  think all the  OSS files are in the custody of the CIA  and they 
are in St. Louis, because I tri ed to get hold of  some in connection with 
some research I  was doing on Siam and I think th at i9 where they are.

The Chairman. Thank you very much, but go ahead. We will come 
back to tha t afte r you make your statement.

Mr. W hite. Well, I was asked to present a statement  of my recol
lections of the hand ling of the Indochina problem in and during the 
immediate postwar period 1945-1947, a t which time I was Chief of 
the Division of Southeast Asian Affairs.

I would like, Senator, to congratulate the committee on the excel
lent S tudy No. 2 p repared by Robert M. Blum of your staff. The two 
papers in the study are extremely competent summaries, it seems to me, 
and I  doubt that I can add anything except perhaps to place a slightly 
different emphasis on certain  points.

The Chairman. I  appreciate very much your comment on th at, Mr. 
Moffat.

Mr. Moffat. I t is not possible to understand some o f the develop
ments in 1945 without  knowledge of what happened before. Unt il 
the spring  of 1944, the Office of Fa r Eastern Affairs h ad no jurisd ic
tion over those areas of the  Far  Eas t which were colonies of Europ ean 
countries, important though  those colonies might be in Fa r Eastern 
policy questions.

The Brit ish Commonwealth desk and the Western European desk 
in the Office of European Affairs handled  the problems and policies 
concerning all Briti sh, French,  Dutch and Portuguese colonies as in
tegral p arts  of relations with the mother countries.

ESTA BLISHMENT OF OFFICE OF FAR EASTERN AFFAIRS

In the spring of 1944, however, there was established in the Office 
of Fa r Eastern Affairs a new Division of Southwest Pacific Affairs,
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the name of which was later  changed to Divis ion of Southeast Asian 
Affairs, as our major activities clearly rela ted to Southeast Asia o ther 
than the Philippines. To thi s division was given p rimary jurisdiction 
of matters relating to Thailand  and concurrent ju risdiction with the 
appropria te European desk of matters relat ing to the European col
onies in Southeast Asia and  in the Pacific Ocean. The significant word 
in tha t statement is “concurrent.” I t meant tha t neither  the  Euro pean 
nor the Fa r Eastern Divisions had  the power to act without  the con
currence of the other, so tha t whichever division might be opposed to 
affirmative or innovative action could prevent such action; and in 
practice, moreover, it proved almost impossible to raise conflicting 
views for resolution at higher levels as we were directed to agree before 
consideration would be given to our recommendations.

Lawrence Salisbury was named chief of the new division and on 
his resignation from the departm ent about two months later  I was 
designated to succeed him and  served in th at  capacity unti l Ju ly 1947.

NATIONALIST SEN TIM ENT  BECOMING IMPORTANT FORCE IN  S.E. ASIA

There had been many hopes and generalities uttered  about the post
war world including no t least the Atlantic Char ter, and the colonial 
powers from time to time spoke vaguely of  more self-government for 
the ir colonies af ter  the war. As we considered the prewar na tional ist 
movements in Southeast Asia and studied such reports as we then had 
from the area, we reached the conclusion tha t nationalist  sentiment 
was becoming an im portant force in Southeast Asia. We felt tha t not 
only to accomplish self-government which t radi tional American pol
icy has always favored, but also to cap ture the nationalist  movements 
in behalf  of the war effort our allies should be u rged to be specific 
in what they proposed to do after the war.

BRIEF ING PAPER FOR PRESIDENT’S USE AT SECOND QUEBEC 
CONFEREN CE

Our division prepared, therefore,  a briefing pape r for the Presi
dent’s use at the Second Quebec Conference in September 1944, 
which was in itialed by all the appropria te divisions and offices and 
was signed by the Secretary o f State, Mr. Hull , on September 8.

I would like to quote from tha t memorandum as i t appears in Mr. 
Hu ll’s memoirs because i t states our government’s goal at tha t time 
and because of its reference to truste eships:

In  this memorandum we suggested the  value of “early, dramatic and  con
certe d announcements by the  nat ions concerned making definite commitments 
as  to the  futur e of the  regions of Sou thea st Asia.” We added : “It  would be 
especially helpful if such concerted announcem ents could include (1) specific 
dates  when independence or complete (dominion) self-government will be ac
corded, (2) specific steps to be t aken to develop n ativ e capac ity for self-rule, and 
(3) a pledge of economic autonomy and  equality of economic t rea tment tow ard  
oth er nations.

Such announcements migh t well be accompanied by . . .  a pledge to establish 
a regional commission. The value of such concerted announcements would be 
stil l fu rth er enhanced if each of the  colonial powers concerned would pledge 
a form al declara tion  of trusteesh ip und er an intern ational organiz ation for  
the  period of t ut el ag e; but  it  m ight  be unwise for  the United Sta tes to attem pt 
to ins ist  upon such a dec lara tion  of trusteesh ip by one coun try if sim ilar dec-
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larations could not be secured  from the others. In  add ition to their gre at value  as psychological warfa re, such announcements would app ear  to be dire ctly  in line with  American pos twa r in ter est .”
Although Mr. Hul l wrote the memorandum, the President warmly approved the idea the Secretary  presented, so far  as I  know, no effort was made to seek such concerted announcements, presumably because of the implacable opposition of Mr. Churchill to the trusteeship p rinc iple and to any discussion of British terr itories.

GROUNDSWELL OF NATIONALISM ENGULFIN G S.E. ASIA

While the European Divisions had initiated  the memorandum because, I believe, of its importance in psychological warfa re, I did not feel th at they were entirely happy  with the more basic objective. From then on and as more and more information was received, one of our major tasks during the whole time tha t I was with the Division of Southeast Asian Affairs was to ti y to convince the European Divisions of the mounting groundswell of nationalism which was engulf ing all Southeast Asia and, indeed, before I  l eft the division, Southern Asia as well.
Thei r concern, of course, focused on our relations with the major  European pow ers; rather  naturally  they tended to consider the colonial problems in Southeast  Asia as of relatively  minor importance.I well recall one senior officer asking me one day. “Why are you concerning yourself with Indonesia ? I t’s only a Dutch colony.” There seemed to be little  unders tanding of what was happening in Southeast Asia. Time and again the nationalist  movements were characterized as s imply the effect of Japanese propaganda. There was also, I  felt, l ittle  concept of the effect on the people of Southeast  Asia of seeing the Europeans driven from the area bv the Japanese , and no thought seemed to be given to the effect of the massive, indeed to tal, dislocation of the economic and social life  of these people under the impact of the  changes wrought by the  war. We felt strongly tha t the colonial powers could not pick up where they had been forced to leave off or even with an allowance fo r 4 years of pol itical development.We became convinced t ha t during the 4 years of war nationalistic sentiment had progressed faste r and far the r than it would have evolved during 20 or more years of peace.

presi dent  roosevelt’s vie w on in do ch ina

As is well known, Presiden t Roosevelt during  1943 and the first half  of 1944 expressed frequent ly the view tha t Ind ochina should be taken from the French at the end of the war and placed under international trusteeship pending full independence, and I might say at my level we never got—I don’t thin k we had any memories of tha t conversation—of those conversations—at all tha t the Pres iden t had, but  th is next one became our bible, I might say.
As late  as February,  1944, the depar tment  in a memorandum to the President proposed to proceed on the assumption tha t French armed forces would be employed to some extent  in military operations to free Indochina from the Japanese, and that  it  would be desirable in the civil affairs administration of the country to employ French nationa ls
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having an intimate knowledge of the country. The Presiden t endorsed 
this  memorandum simply and succinctly: ‘‘No French help in Indo
china—country on trusteeship.”

We in the Southeast Asia  Division strongly favored the President’s 
desire for Indochina and I hoped th at he had  some as yet secret plan 
by which he expected to  effect such trusteeship , for we were unable 
to see how it could be implemented without  app lying  the same policy 
to the Brit ish and Dutch colonies in the area. I  felt therefore tha t we 
should at least voice our reservation which I  did in the memorandum 
sent to the President on September 8.

BRITISH SUPPORT OF FRE NCH RETURN TO INDO CHIN A

During the weeks following the second Quebec Conference, Briti sh 
support of a French return to Indochina became increasingly app ar
ent. A large French military mission was attached to the South Eas t 
Asia Command—SEAC—and the Brit ish SOE, corresponding to our 
OSS, who were actively engaged in undercover operations in Indo
china, were ordered by the Foreign Office to devote thei r efforts solely 
to the French and to have nothing to do with Annamite  or other 
native organizations.

PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT’S HOPE FOR TRUSTEES HIP FOR INDOCHIN A

These and other facts were called to the President ’s attention in 
November, together with an OSS statement  that the Brit ish and 
Dutch had arrived at agreement regarding the future of Southeast 
Asia and were now about to bring the French into the picture. The 
President reacted sharply. American approval must not be given to 
any French m ilitary mission, he di rect ed; all our people and also the 
British, Dutch  and French must unders tand that we expected to be 
consulted on the future of Indochina;  and then the  significant remark 
insofa r as trusteesh ip was concerned: “We have made no final deci
sions on the future of Indochina.”

The conference a t Yalta  took place some weeks later and on April 
3 the Secretary of State issued a statement with the President ’s a p
proval tha t the United States, as a result of the Yalta  talks , looked to 
trusteeship as a postwar arrangement  only for terri tories taken from 
the enemy and such terr itories as might voluntarily be placed under 
trusteeship . As the French clearly had no intention of voluntarily 
placing Indochina under trusteeship, Mr. Stettin ius’ statement marked 
the public end of Mr. Roosevelt’s earlie r hope for a trusteeship for 
Indochina .

FRE NCH PRESSED FOR U.S.  HE LP  IN  RECOVERING INDOCH INA

As the war approached its climax, the French. throu gh the British, 
pressed h arder for American help in the recovery of Indochina from 
the Japanese and for an active par t in such operation, and also for  a 
formal civil affairs agreement. As late as January 1945, the Pres i
dent was adamant t ha t he did  not want the United States to be mixed 
up in any decisions affecting the future of Indochina. Those were for 
the postwar period and he did no t want to get mixed up in any mili-
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tary effort to liberate Indochina from the Japanese. But  the French did not give up. When in March Jap an ousted the collaborationis t regime in Indochina and took over direct control, several thousand French troops briefly opposed the Japanese  before crossing into China and the French asked for supplies and assistance from the 14th Air Force in China. Although the President  d isapproved the  release of a statement suggested by the Department explaining that  the United States would give such help as i t could be consistent w ith the operations and plans to which it was committed, the Depar tment  and the Joi nt Chiefs authorized the 14th A ir Force, in aid of the French, to undertake operations agains t the Japanese in Indochina provided such action did not interfere with other planned operations.
CON FL IC T OF  V IE W TO IN T B ETW EEN  SO UTHEA ST  ASI AN DIV IS IO N AN D 

EUROPE A N O FF IC E

During th is period we in the  Southeast Asian Division had increasingly the impression tha t the European Office favored the outright return of Indochina to France  and had li ttle  real concern about autonomy or self-rule or even of increased native partic ipation in the  government. An indication  of this arose when a briefing memorandum should, we felt , be prepa red for the President  fo r the Yalta  Conference. We knew we could not get concurrence in a statement about Indo china that  would meet our views, so we circulated again the memorandum signed by Mr. Hull  on September 8. This time the  European Divisions declined to in itial the document they had initialed less than 6 months before. No briefing pape r concerning Southeast Asia accompanied the President to Yalta, so f ar  as I know.
The net result of all this was that as the  war in Europe ended, the Department had no agreed policy regard ing the future of Indochina. The European Office and the Western Europe Division, confronted with the major problems relating  to a hoped-for resurgence of France in Europe, believed th at our rela tions with France  were of paramount interes t to the United States, that we should not risk jeopardizing them in any way over a French colony which in any event was no business of ours, and in all good faith  though t i t was not in our best interests even to press for reform in Indochina because i t might embarrass our rela tions with the French.
Indeed, a senior officer in the European Office told me some two years, late r when war between the French  and Vietnamese had begun, tha t if he could have had his way American troops would have been used to restore the French to power in Indochina.
On the other hand, we in the Division of Southeast  Asian Affairs felt tha t the United States had definite responsibilities with regard to Indochina. I t was our m ilitary power that would liberate Indochina from Japa n;  the French in indochina  had collaborated with the Japanese ; they had not even attempted to honor their protectorate responsibilities; there was a strong  nationalist movement among the A ietnamese who had for centuries comprised a proud and independent count ry; and .futu re peace and stabil ity in the area depended, we felt, on a recognition of the natu ral aspirat ions of the peoples of the  area. My personal hope was th at the French would grant  independence to
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the peoples of Indochina, but I did not feel we should carry  our sup
por t of the Indochinese to the point  of a break with our ally. France, 
weak as she then was, was still a stronger and more valuable a lly to 
us than  Indoch ina would be i f we had to make a choice between the 
two and France which was striv ing to  rebuild its strength and regain 
its soul needed our help, not a f rac turing of  relations. B ut I  disagreed 
tota lly with the European Office in its opposition to put ting  pressure 
on the French to do what  I  f elt was not only in our interest but also 
actually in  the interest of France.

This conflict of viewpoints came to a head a week afte r President  
Roosevelt’s death, when a memorandum for President  Trum an was 
prepared in the European Office and sent to the Fa r Eastern  Office 
for concurrence. Instead,  we prepared an a lternative draf t memoran
dum for  the  President.

CONCERNS OF DIVISION OF SOUTHEAST ASIAN AFFAIRS

Our first concern was tha t the E UR  memorandum did  no t give the  
new President the background information which we thought right
fully he should have as to President  Roosevelt’s views or the recent 
history  of Indochina.

Our second concern was tha t while we recognized that  i t would be 
contrary to  American interests to break with France over the question 
of Indochinese independence, we were not prepared to accept as ade
quate statements  about exerting influence in the direction of having 
the French liberalize the ir past policies. We could and we should, we 
believed, be very specific and actually  use the  power we had to t ry  to 
secure self -government in Indochina . The French  had indicated an 
intention to change the ir prewar policies toward  Indochina even 
though the ir various statements, in our opinion, seemed inadequate 
to the  situation and unlikely to assure peace and stabi lity in  the coun
try. We felt  thei r change in atti tude  had been due to a realization 
of the anti-French independence sentiment among the Indochinese who 
must be wooed if  French administration was to be successful and, sec
ondly, to uncertainty as to our a ttitude add a feeling tha t our support 
for the restorat ion of Indochina to France could be secured only by 
adoption of a more libe ral policy. I f  we informed the French, as pro
posed in the EU R memorandum, th at we would not oppose the return 
of Indochina we would negate our influence in securing French policies 
consonant with our interests.

We wrote:
Because the  l iberation of Indochina is, In fact , dependent on American defe at 

of Jap an, because  we are  sacrif icing blood and tre asu re to assure  peace and 
sta bil ity  in the  Fa r Fa st,  pos twa r main tena nce  of which will be largely our 
responsib ility, because withou t recognition of the  dynam ic tren ds toward self- 
government among the  peoples of Asia, the re can be no peace and  sta bil ity  In 
the  F ar  B ast  and the peoples of Sou theast Asia may embrace  ideologies con trary 
to our  own or develop a pan-A siatic movement again st all wes tern  powers, 
FF  bel ieves—th at  is. Far  Ea ste rn Office—believes th at  I t would not  be unreason
able for  the United Sta tes  to ins ist th at  the  French give adeq uate  assu ranc es as 
to the  implementing of policies in Indochina which  we consider essential  to 
assure  peace and s tability  in the F ar  Fast.

We urge, therefore, th at  the policy of the  United Sta tes should  be not to 
oppose the res tora tion  of Indochina  to  France, provided the French  give adeq uate  
assu rances as  to the  follo win g:
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Then we li sted five points of which (a) is pert inen t here :
(a)  Development of a nat ional or federa l governmen t to be run  for  and increasingly by the  Indochinese themselves wi th no special  privileges for  French  or other persons who are not inh abitants  and citizens o f Indochina so t ha t within  the  foreseeable  fu ture  Indo china can be fully self-governing and  autonomous along democratic  lines, excep t in  m att ers  of imperia l concern in which Indo china should be a  pa rtn er  in th e French Union.

EUROPEAN OFFICE’S VIEWPOINT

The European viewpoint was expressed by Mr. Dunn who, on reading our paper , said he believed it would be better to let the matter  dr ift  rather than  base United States policy on the FE  version of the Indochina paper. He believed that we should draw close to Grea t Bri tain  and France  the two s trongest Western European countries;  we should attempt to remove sources of friction between France and the United  States and try  to allay her apprehensions that we were going to propose that ter rito ry be taken from her.
''We should use our influence to improve the government of Indochina,” he said, “but should not interfere.” He wanted wholehearted cooperation with France and indicated tha t he share Bid aul t’s fear for western civilization as a result  of the dominance of Russia. in Europe.

FRENCH  INTEREST1

In our view, pressures for specific reforms would not, of course, be liked by the French but they would not cause a break in our frien dship or fundamental support.  We felt that  what we were seeking was actually in the French interest  as well as our own; self-government would release the French  from the  heavy economic drain which In dochina had been for years to everyone but the Banque de l’Indoch ine; and with her long association with the Indochinese, France would easily conserve her  cultural influence and would clearly be a favored country in international economic relations.
Admittedly, the inferiori ty complex from which France was suffering as a result  of the war was turn ing  French  thoughts  to dreams of a restored imperial  g lory rather than to more prosaic problems of substantive economic and practical  power, but I thought this  obstacle not so great as to preclude us from pressing for what seemed to us both right and sensible.

COMPROMISE QUALITY PAPER

While both Mr. Grew, who was Acting Secretarv  of State in the absence of Mr. S tettin ius in San  Francisco, and Mr. Ph illips who was acting as head of the  European  Office for Mr. Dunn, agreed with the policy pape r which we submitted, Mr. Grew gave instructions  tha t a new paper must be dra fted  on which both the European Office and the F ar  Eas tern Office would agree. My friend, the  late Samuel Reber, represented EU R during the ensuing discussions and I represented FE.
The compromise pap er was a sincere a ttempt to reach a policy on which all could agree as we both recognized tha t the Department could have only one policy toward Indochina , not two.
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Basically, we agreed that the President should be furnished pert i
nent facts which either EUR or FE  thought important; but instead 
of conditioning nonopposition to the return  of Indochina to France 
upon the receiving of assurance on five major points, we recommended 
tha t we approach the French, explain our interest and concern, and 
ask the French to give some positive indication of thei r intentions 
with respect to each of the five points.

It  was certa inly my view tha t if we had these answers we would be 
in a much better position to determine future policy, and tha t this 
technique would a lert the French to our interest but withou t threat 
or promise. I  think it must have been a good compromise paper. My 
own staff was horrified that  I had abandoned all we had struggled for, 
while Jimmy Dunn sent a scorching wire from San Francisco whither 
Bill Phil lips  had forwarded the dra ft, totally repud iating any part 
of the compromise. The suggested inquiry was never sent to the 
French.

SIT U A T IO N  IN  IN D O C H IN A  CH ANGED  W H E N  JA P A N  SU RR EN DE RE D

A few weeks later Jap an surrendered and the situation in Indo
china changed rapidly. The Vietnamese tried  to take over all Viet
namese territory and disarm the Japanese before the Allies should 
arrive in Indochina. They were successful in establishing a working 
administration  in the two northern provinces of Tonkin and Annam, 
but factional dissension among various independence groups in Cochin 
China minimized the effectiveness of the ir administration in tha t 
province. Nevertheless, fo r 20 days the Provisiona l Vietnamese Gov
ernment ruled all the terr itory inhabited by Vietnamese. Then the 
Brit ish placed the French back in power in the area they controlled 
south of the 10th parallel. In the north the Vietnamese remained in 
power by arrangement with the Nationalist Chinese who were there 
to secure the disarming of the Japanese north of the 10th parallel.

NEG OTI ATI ONS B ETW EEN  F R E N C H  AN D VIE TNAM ESE

With French forces back in Indochina and with all potential lever
age gone, there was little tha t the United  States could do to alter  
the outcome. Wo watched the negotiations between French  and Viet
namese from the sidelines, encouraged when a t times it seemed as if 
a libera l arrangement would be worked out, sorrowful ly when both 
sides would breach agreements that had been made and when it grad
ually became apparent tha t as the French brought more military 
forces into the country thei r willingness to concede self-rule corre
spondingly decreased. I think both EUR and FE  hoped that  the 
French would reach an effective agreement with the Vietnam Pro
visional Government ; but late in 1946 a concern about Communist 
expansion began to be evident in the Department.

We are reaping today, in my opinion, and so are all Vietnamese, 
Laotians, and Cambodians, the  tragedy  of our fixation on the theory 
of monolithic, aggressive communism tha t began to develop a t this 
time and to affect our objective analyses of certain problems.

I have always been convinced tha t if the French had worked sin 
cerely w ith Ho Chi Minh, Vietnam would have evolved with a Com-
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munist regime that , it is true, but a regime tha t followed the  interests 
of Vietnam first. There would have been no domination by China 
afte r China became Communist and cooperation with the Soviet Union 
would have been primari ly as an instrument to offset Chinese pressures.

I have never met an American, be he military, OSS, diplomat, or 
journa list, who had met Ho Chi Minh who did not reach the same 
belief: tha t Ho Chi Minh was first and foremost a Vietnamese n a
tionalist. He was also a Communist and believed t ha t Communism 
offered the l>est hope for the Vietnamese people. But  his loyalty was 
to his people. When I was in Indochina it was str iking how the  top  
echelon of competent French  officials held almost unanimously the 
same view.

Actually, there was no alterna tive to an agreement with Ho Chi 
Minh or to a crushing of the nationalist  groundswell which my owm 
observations convinced me could not be done. Any other government 
recognized by the French would of necessity be puppets of the  French 
and incapable of holding the loyalty of the Vietnamese people.
CONCERN ABOUT COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF VIETNAMESE GOVERNMENT

As Depar tment  concern about the Communist domination of the 
Vietnamese Government became more appa rent  and more uncritical 
we began, T felt, to allow our fears of such domination to overrule 
our better judgm ent; we let the nationalist  feelings of the country 
recede in importance and we ignored the father figure tha t Ho Chi 
Minh was becoming for most Vietnamese. The French  seemed not 
adverse to taking advantage of our increasing preoccupation with 
Communism.

A telegram from our consul at Hanoi, James O’Sullivan, at the 
end of December offered some sound cautionary advice:

“French concern over Communism,” he concluded, “may well be 
devised to div ert Departmen t’s atten tion from Frencli policy in Indo
china.”

I always fel t tha t we could see the situation in Southeast Asia more 
objectively than  the Briti sh, the French, and the Dutch because we 
could, until the fear o f Communism affected objectivity, analyze prob
lems without the handicap of self- interest, prejudice,  pride or domestic 
politics. I  struggled to preserve Siam from excessive British pressures 
at the conclusion of the war.

IF  FRANCE HAD GRANTED INDEPENDENCE TO VIETNAM

As to Indochina and the Netherlands E ast  Indies , I  fe lt i t essential 
tha t these countries be granted  the political independence they longed 
for, t ha t by making such a grant, France , for instance, would in fact 
develop close ties with Vietnam because the Vietnamese had always 
great respect and liking for French culture  and many, including Ho 
Chi Minh, would have liked to maintain warm ties with Franc e and 
to have French advisers in posts where foreign expert help was needed.

Voluntary elimination of hated foreign control would have per
mitted h appy  and m utually beneficial relations to develop between the 
two countries. This was in fact  the policy France  successfully followed 
later  in West Africa, bu t the French people felt a deep affront to  their
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pr ide at  the tho ug ht  of g iving  up any  sover eig nty  or  control over In do 
ch ina  ju st  as la te r they  suffered sim ila r im agine d loss of  face ove r 
Al ge ria .

I  sti ll believe th at  had th e F renc h been will ing to  gran t independe nce  
to Vietnam  in 1946 they could have worked  ou t an arr an ge me nt  with 
th e Vi etn am  gov ern me nt th at wou ld hav e prote cte d th ei r cu ltu ra l in 
fluence an d le ft  them wi th an obvious  advan tag e ove r all  othe r n ations 
in  economic deal ing s w ith  Vietnam .

I t  would  have tak en  a gre atn ess  they  did  no t then  possess , an d it  
would  have t ak en  a  b read th  of v isio n to see beyond t he  sp ir itu al  a shes  
fro m which  they were  r isi ng , as J ea n M onn et la te r h ad  vision fo r E u
rop e, bu t the fa ilu re  to see t he ir  own true  inte res t, mispl ace d ideas of  
pres tig e an d glo ry,  pressure s fro m th e Banque de l’Ind ochin e, pres
sures fro m pe tty  officials an d those Fr en ch  who ha d settle d in In do 
ch ina —no t th e best ty pe  of  Fren chmen  general ly,  domestic po liti cs a nd  
the ind ecision ar isi ng  fro m un sta ble gover nm ent  at  home—al l these 
conspir ed  to  m ake  th e Fr en ch  in tra ns ig en t a t the  time. W he ther  if  the  
concern  ab ou t the ex tension of  a monolith ic C ommunism  had n ot  arisen 
at  t hat pa rt ic ul ar  moment  o f hi stor y the sto ry  w ould have ended d if 
fe rent ly , I  do not  know.

I  was away fro m W ash ington  fo r ne ar ly  3 mo nth s fro m Novem
be r 1946, t o Fe br ua ry  1947, becau se soon af te r lea ving  Indo ch ina at 
the e nd of  Dec ember I  was or dered  to  go to C anbe rra  as  Ad vis er to th e 
Am eri can  D elegate to  t he  South  Pacifi c Conference.  But  my 2 months  
in  So uth east Asi a ha d conf irmed, I  fel t, my ea rli er  ideas and I  was 
pa rt icul ar ly  h earts ick  at  t he  ou tbr eak of  w ar betw een the Fr en ch  and 
the  V ietname se.

HO CH I M IN H ’s “direct COMM UNIST  CONNECTION”

On my  re tu rn  to the Dep ar tm en t in mid-F eb ruary,  I  foun d th at  a 
tel eg ram  had  been  sent t o Pa ri s e ar lie r t hat  mo nth  in  a n e ffor t to  ex ert  
influence  to wa rd  se cur ing  a se ttle me nt wi th the V ietnamese. That  tel e
gram  had, however , spoken  sh ar pl y ag ains t th e da ng er  of  Ho  Chi  
Minh ’s “ di rect  Com mu nis t conn ect ion” an d ou r opposit ion  to seeing a 
colo nial a dm in ist ra tio n su pp lanted  by  an ad min ist ra tio n con trolled  by  
the Kr em lin . Th is was impeccable  the ory wi th which  one could no t 
qu arre l, bu t it  w as a pr e judg men t of  the  facts  fo r wh ich  I  cou ld find 
no su pp or t. So fa r as I  was aw are , no evidence t o su pp or t the  assu mp 
tio ns  o f a dir ec t t ie to the Kremlin  h ad  ever  been received  and  i t com
ple tely d isr egard ed  Ho  Ch i M inh’s inten se na tionalism.

TELEGRAM OP MAT 13 , 19 47

The Fr en ch  pre sen tly  indic ate d th at the y were  seeking true  repr e
sen tat ive s of  the Vie tnamese wi th  whom the y cou ld neg oti ate . We 
were  dee ply  conc erned in my div ision because we fe lt  th a t wou ld be 
fu til e an d any resu lti ng  go vernm ent w ould  be a p up pe t o f the  F ren ch . 
We deter mi ned to ma ke one fina l tr y  and in a tel eg ram  t ha t was  sent  
on Ma y 13, 1947, we spoke of  t he  seven  new na tio ns  th at were in the 
process of  ach iev ing  or  st ru gg lin g to  achieve independe nce  or  au ton
omy in south ern  and south easte rn Asia,  and th at in view  o f the gr ea t
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strides toward autonomy made by other people in this area it could be 
dangerous if the French-Vietnamese arrangements accorded less 
autonomy.

We said that we felt the best safeguard agains t Communist control 
or antiwestern, pan-Asia tic tendencies would be close association be
tween the newly autonomous peoples and the countries with which 
they had long been associated, but such association had to be volun
tary if it  was to be lasting.

A protrac tion of the  situation then  existing in Indochina could only 
destroy the basis for  voluntary  cooperation and leave a legacy of b it
terness t ha t would ir revocably alienate  the Vietnamese f rom France 
and those values represented by France and other western democra
cies. We were inescapably concerned with the situation in the Fa r 
Eas t generally and wi th those developments in Indochina which could 
have a profound effect on the situation. We hoped tha t the French 
would be generous in their attem pt to find an early solution which, 
by recognizing the legi timate desires of the Vietnamese, would restore 
peace and deprive antidemocratic forces of a powerful weapon.

The entire telegram has also accepted the  French thesis that it was 
the Vietnamese who initia ted the fighting between the two countries. 
It  seemed to me important to redress somewhat the onesided propa
ganda which the French had mainta ined and at least make clear the 
Vietnamese view of developments.

For the inform ation of our ambassador, but with authority  to re
peat to the French if the occasion warranted, we said, frank ly, that 
the French position tha t the fighting which began December 19 was 
the result of an initia l Vietnamese attack seemed to us dangerously 
onesided as it  ignored Colonel Debes’ a ttack  on Haiphong on Novem
ber 23 and the “understandable Vietnamese contention tha t a stand 
had to be made at some point in view of the s teady French encroach
ments a fter March 6 on the  authority and terr itory of Vietnam,” and 
we cited as examples the establishment of the Cochin Chinese Republic, 
the occupation of southern Annam and the Moi Plateau, and the 
Dalat plan for a French-dominated federat ion to which Vietnam 
would be subservient.

Finally, we expressed our concern lest the French efforts to find “true 
representatives of Vietnam” with whom to negotiate might result in 
the creation of an impotent pupp et government along the lines of 
the Cochin China regime or tha t restora tion of Bao Dai might be 
attempted.

I have referred to this telegram at some length because it was the  
last action regarding Indochina  with which I  was associated, because 
it summarized reasonably well, I  think , what we had long been say
ing within the Department, and because it reflected also my own ob
servations in the field and the need to unders tand the Vietnamese 
view of developments as well as the French view.

A M ERIC A N  IN F L U E N C E  N IL

As we had anticipated, American “influence” in the situat ion was 
nil. Two months later I  transfe rred from the Department to the Amer
ican Mission for Aid to Greece where I was the f irst political adviser
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to Go verno r Giswol d and la te r lia ison between the  c ivili an  side of the 
miss ion an d Gener al Va n F lee t.

I ha d no fa rt her  res ponsibi lity  in  connection  wi th  Ind och ine se a f
fa irs or  person al knowledge of  subsequen t dev elopments, except  as 
I occasio nally ran  i nto  people.

(M r. M offat’s pre pa red st ate me nt  fo llo ws :)

Statement by Abbot L ow Moffat, former Chie f, D ivision of Southeast Asian  
Affa irs , Department of State

I have been asked to present a sta tem ent  of my recollections of the  handling 
of the Indochina  problem in the  Departm ent of Sta te dur ing  the  immediate  
postwar  period, 1945-1947, at  which time I was Chief of the  Division of South
east  Asian  Affairs.

I would like to congratula te the  Committee  on the  excel lent Study  No. 2 
prep ared  by Robert M. Blum of your staff. The two papers in the Study are 
extrem ely competent summaries, it  seems to me, and  I doub t th at  I can add 
any thing except perhaps to place a slightly  different emphasis on cer tain  points.

i t  is not possible to unders tand some of the  developments in 1945 withou t 
knowledge of what happened before. Unt il the spring of 1944 the  Office of Fa r 
Easte rn Affair s had no jur isd ict ion  over those are as of the  Far  East which 
were colonies of European  countries , imp ortant  though those colonies might 
be in Far  Eas tern  policy questions. The Br itish Commonwealth desk and the  
Western European desk in the Office o f European  Affairs hand led the  problems 
and policies concerning all Bri tish , French, Dutch, and  Portuguese colonies as 
integr al pa rts  of rela tion s with  the  mother countr ies. In  the  spring of 1944, 
however, ther e was estab lished in th e Office of Fa r E astern  Affairs a new Division 
of Southwest  Pacific Affairs, the  name of which was  la ter changed to Division 
of Sou theast Asian  Affai rs as our  ma jor  act ivit ies clearly rela ted to Southeast 
Asia oth er tha n the  Ph ilippines.  To thi s Division was  given p rim ary  juris dic tion  
of ma tte rs rela ting  to Thailand  and  concurre nt juri sdictio n with the  ap propria te 
European desk of matt ers rel ating to the European  colonies in Southeas t Asia 
and  in  the  Pacif ic Ocean. The signif icant word in th at  s tate ment is “concu rren t”. 
I t meant  th at  neither the  European nor the  Fa r Easte rn Divisions had  the 
power to ac t withou t the  concur rence  of the other so th at  whichever Division 
might be opposed to affirmat ive or innovative  action  could prev ent such ac tio n; 
and in prac tice  moreover it proved almo st impossible  to rais e conflicting views 
for  resolution  at  h igher levels as we w ere direc ted to agree before  consideratio n
would be given to our  recommendations.

Lawrence Salisbury was  name d chie f of the  new Division and  on his resig
nat ion from the  Department about two months la te r I was  designa ted to succeed 
him and  served in th at  capa city  un til  July , 1947.

There had been many hopes and  general ities uttere d abo ut the  postw ar wrorld  
inclu ding  not  lea st the  Atl ant ic Charte r, and the  colonial powers from time to 
time spoke vaguely of more self-government for  the ir colonies af te r the  war. 
As we considered the  pre war na tional ist movements in Sou theast Asia and 
studied  such reports  as we then had  from the  area, we reached the  conclusion 
th at  na tionalis t sen timent was becoming an important force  in Southeas t Asia. 
We fel t th at  not only to accomplish self-government which tradit ion al American 
policy ha s always favored, but al so to  cap ture  the  na tional ist movements in behalf  
of the  wa r effort our allie s should be urged to be specific in what they proposed 
to do af te r the war. Our division prepared, there fore,  a briefing paper for the 
Pre sid ent’s use at  the Second Quebec Conference in September,  1944, which was 
ini tia led  by all the  appro priate  Divisions and Offices and was signed by the  
Sec reta ry of State , Mr. Hull , on September 8. I would like to quote from th at  
memorandum as it  appears  in Mr. Hull’s Memoirs because it  sta tes  our  govern
men t’s goal  at  that  time and because of its  reference to trusteeships .

“In  thi s [memorandum] we sugges ted the  value of ‘early, dram atic , and  con
cer ted  announcements by the  nat ions concerned mak ing definite commitments  
as to the  fut ure  of the  regions of Southea st Asia’. We ad de d:

‘“ It  would be especial ly helpfu l i f such concerted announcements could include 
(1) specific dates when independence of complete (dominion) self-government 
will be accorded, (2) specific steps  to be taken  to  develop nat ive  capaci ty for self- 
rule, and (3) a pledge of economic autonomy and  equality of economic tr ea t
ment tow ard  other nations.
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“ ‘Such announcem ents might  well be accompanied by . . .  a pledge to estab lish 
a regional commission. . . . The value  of such concer ted announcements would 
be s till  fu rthe r enhanced if each of the  colonial powers concerned would pledge 
a form al dec lara tion  of trus teeship under an inte rna tional  organization  for  the  
period of tu tel age; bu t it migh t be unwise  for  the  United  Sta tes  to attempt 
to insi st upon such a dec lara tion  of t rus teeship by one country if sim ilar declara 
tions  could not  be secured from the others. In add ition to the ir gre at value  as 
psychological warfa re, such announcements would appear  to be direct ly in line 
with  American pos twa r int ere st. ’ ”

So fa r as I know no effort was made to seek such concerted announcements 
presumably because of the  implacable opposition of Mr. Churchil l to the tru ste e
ship princ iple and to any discussion of Br itish territo ries . Yet as Mr. Hull 
explains,

“I t might be though t that  we were presu mptuous in seeking to presen t our  
ideas to the  B riti sh, French, and  Dutch  Governments as to what they should do 
with the ir own Pacific possessions. We had, however, two righ ts to take such 
action. One w as the  f ac t th at  the liberation of those  possessions would not have  
been achieved—and possibly never could have been achieved—except by the  
United Sta tes  forces. The other was our intere st in seeing th at  peace in the  
Pacific, restored  by o ur forces, should continue. And we could  not  help believing 
that  the indefinite con tinuance  of the Bri tish . Dutch, and French possessions in 
the Orien t in a sta te of dependence  provided a number of foci for  futu re trouble 
and perhaps war. Per manen t peace could not  be assured unless  these  possessions 
were sta rte d on the  road to independence, af te r the example of the  Philippines. 
We believed th at  we were tak ing  the  long-range view, and  th at  a las ting peace 
in the  Pacific was  of  g rea ter  u ltim ate  benefit to Br ita in,  France, and  the  Nether
lands—as well as to the  whole world—than  the possible imme diate  benefits of 
holding  on to colonies.”

While the European Divisions  had installed the  memorandum because, I be
lieve, of its  impo rtance in psychological warfar e, I did not feel th at  they were  
enti rely  happy with  th e more basic objective. From  then on and as  more an d more 
info rma tion  w as received, one of our  ma jor  task s, dur ing  the  whole time  th at  I 
was with the  Division of Southea st Asian Affairs, was to try  to convince the 
European  Divisions of the moun ting groundswel l of nationalism  which was en
gulfing all Southea st Asia and  indeed, before I left the  Division, Southern Asia 
as well.

The ir concern, of course, focussed on our  rela tions with  the  ma jor  European 
powers; ra ther  natu ral ly they tended  to consider the  colonia l p roblems in  South
eas t Asia  as o f re latively  m inor  importance . I well reca ll one sen ior officer ask ing 
me one day “Why are  you concerning yoursel f with  Ind onesi a; its  only a Dutch 
colony?” There seemed to be lit tle  understanding of what was happ ening in 
Southeast Asia. Time and again the nat ion alist movements were ch arac terized  as 
simply the  effect of Ja pan ese  propaganda . There was also, I felt, lit tle  concept of 
the effect on th e people of Sou theast Asia  of seeing the Euro pean s driven f rom  the  
area by the Japanese , and no th oug ht seemed to be given to the effect of  th e m as
sive, indeed total dislocation  o f the economic and  social l ife of these people unde r 
the  impact of the  changes w rought by th e war. We fe lt strongly th at  th e colonial 
powers could not  pick up where they had  been forced to leave off o r even with 
an allowance for  fou r yea rs of political development. We became convinced th at  
dur ing the fou r year s of wa r na tionalis t sent imen t had  progressed faste r and  
fa rth er  t han  i t would have  evolved dur ing  twenty or more ye ars  of peace.

As is well known Pre sident  Roosevelt dur ing 1943 and the  first ha lf of 1944 
expressed frequently the  view th at  Indochina  should be taken from the French 
at  the  end of the  wa r and  placed under intern ational trustee ship pending ful l 
independence. As la te as February, 1944, the D epartment in a  memorandum  to the 
Pres iden t proposed to proceed on the  assumption th at  French armed forces would 
be employed to some extent  in mili tary  operation s to free Indochina  from the 
Japanese,  and  thftt it  would be des irable in the  civil affairs  administration of the  
count ry to employ Fren ch nat ion als  hav ing an int imate  knowledge of th e country.  
The Pre sident  endorsed thi s memorandum simply and  succinctly: “No French 
help in Indochina—country on trusteesh ip” .

We in the Sou thea st Asia Division strongly favored the  Pre sident ’s desi re for 
Indochina and  I hoped th at  he  had some as  yet secret plan by which he expected 
to effect such tru steesh ip for we were unab le to see how i t could be implemented 
withou t applying the  same  policy to the  British and  Dutch  colonies in the area. 
I felt  therefo re th at  we should a t least voice our rese rva tion  w hich I did in the
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memorandum sent to the President by Mr. Hull on September 8 from which I 
have quoted. Mr. Hull wrote in h is Memoirs tha t the  President warmly approved 
the ideas in the memorandum.

During the weeks following the Second Quebec Conference British  support of 
a French return to Indochina became increasingly apparent.  A large French 
milita ry mission was attached to the South East  Asia Command (SEAC) and the 
Briti sh SOE (corresponding to our OSS), who were actively engaged in under
cover operations in Indochina, were ordered by the Foreign Office to devote thei r 
efforts solely to the French and to have nothing to do wi th Annamite or other 
native organizations. These and other facts were called to the President’s atten 
tion in November together with an OSS statement tha t the Brit ish and Dutch 
had arrived at  agreement regarding the futu re of Southeast Asia and were now 
about to bring the French into the picture. The President reacted sharply. Ameri
can approval must not be given to any French military mission, he d irec ted; all 
our people and also the British, Dutch, and French must unders tand tha t we 
expected to be consulted on the futu re of Indochina; and then the significant 
remark insofar as trusteeship was concerned: “We have made no final decisions 
on the future of Indochina”.

The Conference at  Yalta took place some weeks later. Shortly after the P resi
dent’s retu rn I had lunch with Charles Taussig who was working on Caribbean 
matters for the President and was deeply concerned with colonial problems. He 
was to have breakfast with the President the next day and since we had heard 
nothing promised to inquire what if any decisions had been made with regard 
to Indochina. He reported tha t the President said tha t rather than interna
tional trusteeship  for Indochina he had agreed tha t France might be the trustee. 
On April 3, however, the Secretary of State  issued a statement with the Presi 
dent’s approval tha t the United States, as a result  of the Yalta talks, looked to 
trusteeship as a postwar arrangement only fo r territories  taken from the enemy 
and such territories  as might voluntar ily be placed under trusteeship.  As the 
French clearly had no intention of voluntarily placing Indochina under trustee
ship, Mr. Stettin ius’ statement marked the public end of Mr. Roosevelt’s earlier 
hope for a trusteeship for Indochina.

As the war approached its climax, the French, through the British, pressed 
harder for American help in the recovery of Indochina from the Japanese  and 
for an  active part in such operation, and also for a formal civil affairs agreement 
between the United States and France relating to the military administration to 
be established as the Japanese were driven out. As l ate as Janua ry, 1945, the 
President was adamant tha t he did not want  the United States to be mixed up 
in any decisions affecting the futu re of Indoc hina; those were for postwar. And 
he did not want to get mixed up in any military effort to libera te Indochina 
from the Japanese. But the French did not give up. When In March Japan ousted 
the collaborationist regime in Indochina and took over direct control several 
thousand French troops briefly opposed the Japanese before crossing into 
China and the French asked for supplies and assistance from the 14th Air Force 
in China. Although the President disapproved the release of a statement sug
gested by the Department  explaining tha t the United States would give such 
help as it could consistent with the operations and plans to which it was com
mitted, the Department and the Join t Chiefs authorized the 14th Air Force, in 
aid of the French, to undertake operations against  the Japanese in Indochina 
provided such action did not interfere with o ther planned operations.

During this period we had increasingly the impression tha t the European 
Office favored the outright return of Indochina to France and had little  real 
concern about autonomy or self-rule or even of increased native participation in 
the government. An indication of this arose when a briefing memorandum 
should, we felt, be prepared for the President fo r the Yalta Conference. We knew 
we could not get concurrence in a statement about Indochina tha t would meet 
our views, so we circulated again the memorandum signed by Mr. Hull on 
September 8. This time the European Divisions declined to initial the document 
they had initia ted less than six months before. No briefing paper concerning 
Southeast Asia accompanied the President to Yalta so far  as I know.

The net re sult of all this was th at as the war in Europe ended the Department 
had no agreed policy regarding the futu re of Indochina. The European Office 
and the Western Europe Division, confronted with the major problems rela ting 
to a hoped-for resurgence of France in Europe, believed th at our relations with 
France were of paramount inte iest  to the United Sta tes;  tha t we should not
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risk jeopardizing them in any way over a French colony which in any event 
was no business of ou rs; and in all good faith thought it was not in our best 
interests even to press for reform in Indochina because it  might embarrass our 
relations with the French. Indeed, a senior officer in the European Office told 
me some two years later when war  between the French and Vietnamese had 
begun, tha t if he could have had his way American troops would have been used 
to restore the  French to power in Indochina.

On the other hand, we in the Division of Southeast Asian Affairs fe lt tha t the 
United States had definite responsibilities with regard to Indochina. It  was our 
military power tha t would liberate Indochina from Ja pa n; the French in Indo
china had collaborated with the Jap anese ; they had not even attempted to 
honor the ir protec torate  responsibili ties; there  was a strong nationalist move
ment among the Vietnamese who had for centuries comprised a proud and in
dependent country ; and future peace and stabili ty in the area depended, we felt, 
on a  recognition of the natura l aspira tions  of the peoples of the area. My per
sonal hope was tha t the French would grant independence to the peoples of 
Indochina, but I did not feel we should carry  our support of the  Indochinese to 
the point of a break with our ally. France, weak as she then was, was still a 
stronger and more valuable ally to us than  Indochina would he if we had to 
make a choice between the two and France which was striving  to rebuild its 
strength and regain its soul needed our help, not a fracturing of relations. But 
I disagreed totally  with the European Office in its opposition to putting  pressure 
on the French to do what  I  felt w’as not only in our interest but also actually in 
the interest of France.

This conflict of viewpoints came to a head a week afte r President Roosevelt’s 
death when a memorandum for  President  Truman was prepared in the European 
Office and sent to the Fa r Eastern  Office for concurrence. As I recall the occasion 
I was handed a copy of this memorandum about 5 o’clock on a Friday aft er
noon with the request that our approval or comments be ready for a meeting of 
the top level Staff Committee the next morning a t 11. We did succeed in having 
our comments and an alternative draft  memorandum for the President ready next 
day but not in time for the meeting, and more th an a month elapsed before in 
fact the Staff Committee considered the issue. Then Mr. Grew who was Acting 
Secretary in the absence of Mr. Stettinius in San Francisco told the group tha t 
he had two papers concerning Indochina, one from EUR, one from F E ; that he 
had read bo th; and that he concurred in the paper from FE. He turned  to Mr. 
William Phillips who was acting as head of the European Office for Mr. Dunn 
who was also in San Francisco and asked what  he thought. Mr. Phillips  replied 
tha t he had  read both papers and that he too agreed with the F ar  Eas tern Office 
memorandum. Mr. Grew then asked Mr. Phill ips to arrange tha t one policy paper 
be prepared on which both the European Office and the Fa r E aste rn Office would 
agree. I represented FE in the ensuing discussions and my friend, the late Samuel 
Reber, represented EUR.

Our first concern in the Southeast Asia Division had been th at the EUR mem
orandum did not give the  new President the background information which we 
thought  rightfully he should have as to President Roosevelt’s views or the 
recent history of Indochina.

Our second concern was that while we recognized that it would be contrary 
to American interests to break with France over the question of Indochinese 
independence, we were not prepared to accept as adequate statements about 
exerting influence in the direction of having the French liberalize the ir pas t 
policies. We could and we should, we believed, be very specific and actually use 
the power we had to try  to secure self-government in Indochina. The French had 
indicated an intention to change thei r prewar policies towards Indochina even 
though thei r various statements, in our opinion, seemed inadequate  to the 
situation and unlikely to assure peace and stabili ty in the country. We felt  
the ir change in atti tude had been due to a realization of the anti-French in
dependence sentiment among the Indochinese who must be wooed if French 
administration  was to be successful and secondly to uncertainty as to our 
atti tude  and a feeling tha t our support  for the restoration of Indochina to F rance  
could be secured only by adoption of a more liberal policy. If  we informed the 
French, as proposed in the EUR memorandum, that  we would not oppose the 
return of Indochina we would negative our Influence In securing F rench policies 
consonant with our interests.  We wrote:

“Because the liberation of Indochina is, in fact, dependent on American defeat 
of Ja pa n; because we are  sacrificing blood and treasure  to assure peace and



176

stabili ty in the Far East, postwar maintenance of which will be largely our 
responsibili ty; because without recognition of the dynamic trends towards self- 
government among the peoples of Asia there can be no peace and stability in the  
Fa r East and the peoples of Southeast Asia may embrace ideologies contrary to 
our own or develop a pan-Asiatic movement against  all western powers, FE 
believes tha t it  would not be unreasonable for the United States to insist tha t 
the French give adequate assurances as to the implementing of policies in Indo
china which we consider essential to assure peace and stabili ty in the Far  East.

We urge, therefore, tha t the  policy of the United States should be not to oppose 
the restoration of Indochina to France, provided the French give adequate assur 
ances as to the following

We then listed five points of which a and d are pertinent here.
“a. Development of a national or federal government to be run for and 

increasingly by the Indochinese themselves with no special privileges for 
French or other persons who are not inhabi tants and citizens of Indochina so 
tha t within the foreseeable future Indochina can be fully self-governing and 
autonomous along democratic lines, except in matters of imperial  concern in 
which Indochina should be a partner in the French Union.

* * * * * * *
d. Acceptance of a f rontier between Indochina and Thailand, to be determined 

by an impartial, international commission.”
The EUR viewpoint was expressed by Mr. Dunn who on reading  our paper said 

he believed i t would be better to let the mat ter drif t rather  than  base United 
States policy on the FE version of the Indochina paper. He believed tha t we 
should draw close to Great Brita in and France the two strongest western Euro
pean countr ies; we should at tempt to remove source of friction between France 
and the United States and try  to allay her apprehensions that we were going 
to propose tha t terr itory be taken from her. “We should use our influence to 
improve the  government of Indochina,” he said, “but should not interfere.” He 
wanted wholehearted cooperation with France and indicated that he share 
Bidau lt’s fear  for western civilization as a result of the dominance of Russia in 
Europe.

In our view pressures for specific reforms would not, of course, be liked by 
the French but they would not cause a break in our  friendship or fundamental 
support. We felt tha t what  we were seeking was actually in the French interest 
as well as  our own : self-government would release the French from the heavy 
economic drain which Indochina had been for years to everyone but  the Banque 
de l’lndochine; and with her long association with the Indochinese France would 
easily conserve her cultural influence and would clearly be a favored country 
in international economic relations. Admittedly, the inferiority complex from 
which France was suffering as a result  of the war was turning  French thoughts 
to dreams of a restored imperial glory rather than to more prosaic problems of 
substant ive economic and practical power, but I thought this obstacle not so 
great  as to preclude us from pressing for what seemed to us both right and sensible.

A practical illustra tion of what I had in mind was afforded some months 
later in our relations with France  over Siam, previewed in point d above. In 
1940 the  Thai overran by military force substantial terr itory in Indochina. The 
Japanese  forced the French to cede this t erritory to Thailand. It was the Ameri
can position tha t terri tory seized with Japanese  aid must be returned, hut 
withou t prejudice to futu re terri toria l adjustments. These border lands had 
been a source of friction for years. They had been acquired by the French from 
Siam piecemeal, essentially at  the point of a gun, during the heyday of colonial 
expansion. While fully legalized by treat ies of cession the Siamese always felt 
that, the lands taken by the French belonged to them. When France was weak 
they took back what they fe lt was thei r own.

I felt strongly tha t for futu re peace in the area the border should he adjusted 
and delimited if possible on its merits and not. on legalistic arguments, and tha t 
this delimitation should he by some international group tha t would hear both 
sides and then make a decision th at both would accent. I suggested informally 
by the French Minister in Washington tha t as p art of or immediately upon agree
ment hv Siam to return the terri torie s the French agree to an examination of 
the border by an international tribunal. He was horrified; this reflected on
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French honor; they might adjust an island here or there in a river channel, but 
they would not let an international tribunal suggest what  the boundary of 
French terri tory  should be. But I was quite sure tha t the Siamese would not 
return the te rritories unless they received some such assurance, so I kept  pressing 
every so often. Each new suggestion was greeted with an “Impossible!” And then 
one year and a day later the French referred to my first suggestion and agreed 
to i t;  discussions got under way ; a treaty was signed ; the Siamese returned the 
ter ritor ies ; and an international Conciliation Commission was established. I 
might add tha t the Conciliation Commission upheld the French contentions re
garding the border ; but what I am t rying to i llus trate is tha t where there  was 
something a t stake  tha t the French wanted i t was possible to exert p ressure  and 
secure affirmative results without jeopardising relations. I have always felt  the 
same could have been accomplished in greater or less degree with respect to 
Indochina.

The compromise paper tha t Sam Reber and I agreed upon was a sincere 
attem pt to reach a policy on which all could agree as we both recognized tha t 
the Department could have only one policy toward Indochina, not two. Basically, 
we agreed that the President should be furnished  pertinent facts which either 
EUR or FE thought impor tan t; hut ins tead of conditioning non-opposition to the 
return of Indochina to France upon the receiving of assurance on five major 
points, we recommended tha t we approach the French, explain our interest and 
concern, and ask the French to give some positve indication of thei r intentions 
with respect to each of the five points. It  was certainly my view th at if we had 
the answers we would be in a much bette r position to determine futu re policy, 
and tha t this technique would ale rt the French to our in terest  but without threat  
or promise. I think it must have been a good compromise paper. My own staff 
were horrified tha t I had abandoned all we had struggled for;  while Jimmy 
Dunn sent a scorching wire from San Francisco, writ er Bill Phillips had for
warded the dra ft totally  repudiat ing any p art  of the compromise. The suggested 
inquiry was never directed to the French.

A few weeks la ter Japan surrendered and the situation in Indochina changed 
rapidly. The Vietnamese tr ied to take over al l Vietnamese territo ry and disarm 
the Japanese before the Allies should a rrive  in Indochina. They were successful 
in establishing a working administrat ion in the two northern  provinces of Tonkin 
and Annam, but factional dissension among various independence groups in 
Cochin China minimized the effectiveness of thei r admin istrat ion in tha t prov
ince. Nevertheless for twenty days the Provisional Vietnam Government ruled 
all the terri tory inhabited by Vietnamese. Then the British placed the French 
back in power in the area  they controlled south of the 16th parallel. In the north 
the Vietnamese remained in power by arrangement with the national ist Chinese 
who were there  to secure the disarming of the Japanese north of the 16th 
parallel.

With French forces back in Indochina and with all potential leverage gone, 
there was litt le tha t the United Sta tes could do to a lter  the  outcome. We watched 
the negotiations between French and Vietnamese from the sidelines, encouraged 
when a t times it seemed as if a liberal arrangement  would be worked out, sor
rowfully when both sides would breach agreements t ha t had been made and when 
it gradually  became apparent tha t as the French brought more military forces 
into the  country  their  willingness to concede self-rule correspondingly decreased. 
I th ink both EUR and FE hoped that  the French would reach an effective agree
ment with the Vietnam Provisional Government, but l ate in 1946 a concern about 
communist expansion began to be evident in the Department.

We are reaping today, in my opinion, and so are all Vietnamese, Laotians, and 
Cambodians, the tragedy of our fixation on the theory of monolithic aggressive 
communism tha t began to develop at this time and to affect our objective 
analyses of certain  problems. I have always been convinced that  if the French 
had worked sincerely with Ho Chi Minh Vietnam would have evolved with a 
communist regime, but a regime tha t followed the interes ts of Vietnam first. 
There w’ould have been no domination by China after China became communist 
and cooperation with the Soviet Union would have been primarily as an in
strument to offset Chinese pressures.

T have never met an American, be he military, OSS. diplomat, or journal ist, 
who had met Ho Chi Minh who did not reach the same belief:  tha t Ho Chi 
Minh was first and foremost a Vietnamese nationalist . He was also a communist 
and believed tha t communism offered the best hope for the Vietnamese people.
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Bu t his loya lty was to his  people. When I was in Indochina  it  was str iking  how 
the  top echelon of competent French officials held almost unanimously the  same 
view.

Actual ly there was no alte rna tive to an agreemen t with  Ho Chi Minh or to a 
crushing of the  nat ion alist grounds well which my own observations convinced 
me could not be done. Any other government recognized by the  Fren ch would 
of necessity be puppets of th e F renc h and incapable of holding  the  loyal ty of the 
Vietnamese people.

As Department concern about the comm unist domination of the  Vietnam Gov
ernm ent became more app are nt and more unc riti cal  we began, I felt , to allow 
fea rs of such domination to overrule  be tter jud gm ent ; we let  the  nat ion alist 
feelings of the country recede in importance  and  we ignored the  fathe r f igure t ha t 
Ho Chi Minh was becoming for most Vietnamese. The French seemed no t adverse 
to tak ing  advantage of our  increasing preoccupation with communism.

A telegram from our able consul a t Hanoi, James O’Sullivan, at  the  end of 
December offered some sound cau tionary advice. He thought it “peculiar” that  
the  French  should only now become concerned abou t the comm unists  in Hanoi.  
To his cer tain knowledge, they  had  known for  years th at  Nguyen Ai Quoc and  
IIo Chi Minh were  one and the  same person and th at  he stood high in the  Third  
Int ern ational,  and for over a year they had  suspected  that  Ho Chi Minh might  
be receiving inst ruc tion s from Moscow. He fu rth er  though t i t w as “very peculia r” 
th at  Fr enc h concern should be brought to the  D epa rtment’s a ttention at  the very 
moment they  were apparen tly beginning to shi ft their  program in Tonkin and 
when they  might be prepar ing  to force  the  Vietnam Government to collaborate 
on F rench term s or to establish  a puppet government in its  place. “Fre nch  con
cern over Communism,” he concluded, “may well be devised to divert  Depar t
men t’s atten tion from French  policy in  Indochina.”

I always fe lt th at  we could see the situ ation in Sou theast Asia more objec
tively  than  the  Bri tish , the French, and the  Dutch because we could, unt il 
the  f ea r of communism affected objectivity,  analy ze problem s withou t the  han d
icap of self- interest, prejudice,  pride , or domestic politics. I struggled to pre 
serve Siam from excessive Br itish pressures  at  the  conclusion of the  wa r and  
was convinced th at  we were serving not only the Siamese int ere st but also the 
Br itish interest, a view they  have, I believe, long since accepted. As to Indo
china and the  Netherlands Ea st Indies I fe lt it  essential  th at  these  countries 
be gra nted the  political independence they longed fo r; th at  by making such a 
gran t France, for instance, would in fact  develop close ties with  Vietnam 
because the  Vietnamese had always gre at respect and  liking for  French culture 
and many, including Ho Chi Minh, would have liked to maintain  warm ties 
with France  and to have  Fren ch adviser s in posts where foreign exp ert help 
was needed. Voluntary  elimination of hated foreign control would have per- 
rqitted happy and mutually beneficial rela tions to develop between the two 
count ries. This  was in fac t the  policy France  successfully followed la ter in West  
Africa, bu t the  French people fe lt a deep affront  to their pride at  the  though t 
of giving up any sovere ignty or contro l over Indochina ju st  as la te r they  suf 
fered sim ilar imagined loss of face over  Algeria.

I stil l believe th at  had  the  French  been willing to gra nt independence to 
Vietnam in 1946 they could have worked out  arrangeme nts with  the Vietnam 
Government th at  would have protecte d thei r cul tural influence and left them 
with an obvious advanta ge over all other nat ions in economic dealings with 
Vietnam. It  would have taken a greatness  they did not then possess, and it 
would have  taken a breadth of vision to see beyond the  spiritual ashes from 
which they were  rising, as Jea n Monnet  la te r had vision for  Europe , but  the  
fa ilu re  to see the ir own tru e inte res t, misplaced ideas of pres tige and glory, 
pressures from the  Banque de 1’Tndochine; pres sures from pet ty officials and 
those French who had settled in Indo china—not the best type of Frenchman  
genera lly, domestic politics, and the indecision aris ing  from uns table govern
ments at  home—all these  conspired to make the  F rench int ran sigent  at  the time. 
Whethe r if  th e concern about the  extension of a monol ithic communism had  not  
aris en at  th at  pa rticu lar  moment of history the story  would have ended dif
ferent ly I  do not  know.

I was away from Washington for  near ly three months from November 1946 to 
Febru ary  1947 because soon af te r leav ing Indochina a t the end of December 
I was orde red to go to Canberra as Adviser to the  American delegate to the  
South Pacific Conference. Bu t my two months in Southea st Asia had confirmed,
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I felt, my ear lier ideas and I was particularly heartsick at  the outbreak of war  
between the French  and Vietnamese.

On my return to the Department in mid-February I found tha t a telegram 
had been sent to P aris  ea rlier  tha t month in an effort to exert influence towards 
securing a settlement with the Vietnamese. T hat  telegram had, however, spoken 
sharply against the danger of Ho Chi Minh's “direct Communist connection” 
and our opposition to seeing a colonial admin istration supplanted by an admin
istra tion controlled by the Kremlin. This was impeccable theory with which 
one could not quarrel, but it  was a prejudgment of the facts  for which I could 
find no support. So f ar as I was aware no evidence to support the assumption of 
a direct tie to the Kremlin had ever been received and it completely disre
garded Ho Chi Minh’s intense nationalism.

The French presently indicated  t ha t they were seeking “true representatives” 
of the Vietnamese with whom they could negotiate. We were deeply concerned 
in my Division because we felt tha t would be futile  and any resulting government 
would be a puppet of the French. We determined to make one final try  and in 
a telegram that was sent on May 13, 1947, we spoke of the seven new nations 
that were in the process of achieving or struggling  to achieve independence or 
autonomy in southern and southeastern Asia, and that in view of the great  
strides towards autonomy made by other people in this area it could be dangerous 
if the French-Vietnamese arrangements accorded less autonomy.

We said tha t we felt the best safeguard against communist control or anti 
western, pan-asia tic tendencies would be close association between the newly 
autonomous peoples and the countries with which they had long been associated, 
but such association had to be voluntary if it was to be lasting and achieve 
positive results. A pro traction of the situat ion then existing in Indochina could 
only destroy the basis for voluntary  cooperation and leave a legacy of bit terness 
that would irrevocably alienate the Vietnamese from France and those values 
represented by France  and other western democracies. We were inescapably 
concerned with the situat ion in the Far Eas t generally and with those develop
ments in Indochina which could have a profound effect on tha t’ si tuation.  We 
hoped that the French would be generous in their  attempt to find an early solu
tion which, by recognizing the legitimate desires of the Vietnamese, would restore 
peace and deprive anti-democratic forces of a powerful weapon.

The earlier telegram had also accepted the French thesis tha t it was the Viet
namese who initia ted the fighting between the two countries. It  seemed to 
me important  to redress somewhat the one-sided propaganda which the French 
had maintained and at  least make clear the Vietnamese view of developments. 
For the information of our Ambassador, but with authority  to repeat to the 
French if the occasion warranted, we said frankly tha t the French position 
tha t the fighting which began December 19 was the result  of an initi al Viet
namese at tack  seemed to us dangerously one-sided as it ignored Col. Debes’ at 
tack on Haiphong on November 23 and the “understandable Vietnamese con
tention tha t a  s tand had to be made a t some point in view of the steady French 
encroachments after March 6 on the authority  and terr itory of Vietnam,” and 
we cited as examples the establishment of the Cochin Chinese Republic, the occu
pation of southern Annam and the Moi Plateau,  and the Dala t plan for a 
French-dominated Federation to which Vietnam would be subservient.

Finally, we expressed our concern lest the French efforts to find “true  repre
sentatives of Vietnam” with whom to negotiate might resul t in the creation of 
an impotent puppet government along the lines of the Cochin China regime or 
tha t restoration of Baodai might be attempted.

I have referred to this telegram at some length  because it  was the las t action 
regarding Indochina with which I was associated, because i t summarized reason
ably well, I think, what  we had long been saying within the Department, and 
because it reflected also my own observations in  the field and the need to under
stand the Vietnamese view of developments as well as the French view.

As we had anticipated American “influence” in the situation was nil. Two 
months late r I transferred from the Department to the American Mission for 
Aid to Greece where I was at first political advisor to Governor Griswold and 
later liasion between the civilian side of the Mission and General Van Fleet. 
I had no further responsibility in connection with Indochinese affairs  or personal 
knowledge of subsequent developments.

The Chairman. I suspect you kept up with the developments pret ty 
closely.
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Mr. Moffat, your account and Mr. White’s really leave me with a 
feeling of a kind of a Greek t ragedy.  After all your efforts, the report 
from Mr. White, we find ourselves in a si tuation  th at is so dangerous, 
and has already been so costly, that it is almost impossible to express 
my feelings about it. There is no point, I guess, in always thinking  
about what might have been. You have related, both of you, such 
significant aspects of how we became committed tha t I  th ink it would 
be very valuable if we could get the attention of our  government upon 
how we became committed, in order to better evaluate the wisdom of 
continuing to stay there.

CREATION OF PUP PET  GOVERNMENT

Your reference to the French creating  a puppet government—that  
is exactly what we have done. This is precisely what you were so 
afra id the French would do, and now we have done it.

I will proceed to some individual questions.

DEAN ACIIESON’s  ATTITUDE

You caught my interest in the end. You talked about th e telegram. 
You said, “The telegram had, however, spoken sharp ly agains t the 
danger of ITo Chi Minh’s ‘direct Communist connection.’ ”

Was tha t telegram sent by Dean Acheson ?
Mr. Moffat. Well, Dean Acheson was Act ing Secreta ry; his name 

is on every telegram. I don’t know whether he saw it or not.
'Phe Chairman. It  is one that has been referred to in the  Pentagon 

Papers, I believe, and it came out in the report of the subcommittee 
as i llus trating his attitude . This rath er dramatic change between the 
attitude  of the Administra tions of Frank lin Roosevelt and Har ry T ru
man, is it not fai r to say th at this represented the influence of Secre
tary Acheson? Your explana tion of the relative influence of the Bu
reaus of European Affairs and Southeast Asian Affairs fits into that 
very clearly, I think. Secretary  Acheson had been oriented, I guess, 
all his life very largely to the European thea ter and had been very 
close in many respects to negotia tions with the  Br itish  during the war. 

BRITISH  government’s SUPPORT OF U.S . VIETNAM POLICY

Another thought occurred to me—this persistence of the Briti sh 
government’s support for our policy in Vietnam is rather understand
able when we see the very great responsibility they have for it, because 
tha t was a major influence, i f I understand you correctly, during this  
period prohibiting or interfering with our following the policy that  
your agency, your division, recommended, was it not?

Mr. Moffat. Well, they kept doing everything they could to put 
the French back into Indochina and they supported them whole
heartedly.

The Chairman. I didn ’t realize it when I heard Prime Minister 
Wilson make such a glowing eulogy of President Johnson’s policy 
down at the "White House one nig ht;  I didn’t realize there was a 
background of guilt which he must have felt for having gotten us 
involved in this affair, so they still persist in it.
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Mr. Moffat. They didn’t get us involved.
The Chairman. They were a good obstacle to our following what 

you recommended, were they not ?
Mr. Moffat. I think,  in par t, but I think the opposition of the 

European Office was just what I said, tha t they believed tha t our 
primary intere st was to help build the French back and they considered tha t the colony was relatively  unimportant and not really 
any of our business and the real in terest from the American viewpoint was to strengthen the French.

The Chairman. They were against the liquidation  of the ir own 
colonial empire or  anyone else’s because they thought their s was going to be. influenced bv it ; is that a fa ir statement ?

Mr. Moffat. The Br itish  were, exactly.
The Chairman. So whatever influence they had, which was pre tty 

great at tha t time, with the prestige  of Churchill, was agains t the 
policy th at you have announced President Roosevelt wished to follow with regard to Indochina?

Mr. Moffat. That is right.
The Chairman. Is tha t not correct ?
Mr. Moffat. That is true.

AL LI ES  IN FL U E N C E D  U .S . JU D G M E N T

The Chairman. So we have been had, as the slang goes, by our allies 
influencing our judgment. I can understand how th at could happen. 
They were all experienced communities; we were relatively  new in this area and it isn' t just, to blame people; it is to try  to understand  
and at least to develop sufficient maturi ty on our own pa rt tha t at the present time a t least we ought to be able to profit by these mistakes 
and to follow our own policy; and I am frank to ray I can’t understand why we cannot.

This, taken  together with Mr. W hite’s very moving statement about 
Ho Chi Minh as an individual, and his attitude  toward  us and the 
world, really, it  is just incredible t hat  a great nation could be so mis
guided. And I must say, I still find it almost impossible to understand  how we got ourselves oif into  th is misguided venture, tragic  venture, which is costing us so much.

FRENCH  LEFT  INDOCH INA TO U.S.

The French, of course, they finally, in the ir wisdom, were more 
realistic and they left Indochina  and they left  it to us. We stepped into thei r shoes, did we not?

Mr. Moffat. Well, there was an interval there—I start ed in my 
first draf t—to use tha t expression, but technically I believe there 
was—what was it. about 3 years aft er Dienbienphu, before we really 
moved in.

The Chairman. You mean physically?
Mr. Moffat. Yes.
The Chairman. But  phi losophically and diplomatically  we moved almost immediately after the conference in Geneva to create SEATO, 

with the obvious purpose, as it has turned out to be, to prevent the  implementation of Geneva; is tha t correct ?
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Mr. Moffat. I don’t feel I know enough about tha t perio d; I  really 
don’t.

I know I jus t didn’t like SEATO.
The Chairman. That has been its effect, has it not ?
I have seen mention of the Brit ish attitude but this almost con

tinuous obsequiousness to American policy in Vietnam, I think, is 
explained pre tty well by what you said here. Their Foreign Office 
having taken tha t view, I can feel they just have not quite been 
immune from that feeling of complicity in our policy there. Even with 
this lates t escalation, and I have not  read all the  papers exhaustively, .
but I believe they are the only significant country tha t has approved 
the statement  of 3 days ago. I don’t believe any other European 

country of any consequence has approved it. Have you seen any 
notification of it? *

Mr. Moffat. I have not seen it.
The Chairman. I t is the only one, and I must say I don’t th ink it 

is to the ir credit in view of the ir interest, the ir influence, in getting 
us involved.

CLA SSIFICATION  OF W ITNE SS ’ REPORTS

I would be very interested i f the  committee could have these.reports, 
simply to complete the  record of the committee on this  earlie r state 
while it is on our minds. I will initia te and really try  to get your 
reports, if possible. I  don’t know why they should remain classified, 
do you, Mr. White, aft er all these years?

Mr. White . No, I don’t, sir.
The Chairman. There is no reason. It  would seem to me they 

would be important historical documents.
Mr. White. Incidentally , I would like to add-----
The Chairman. What?

NO RESPON SE TO REPORTS

Mr. W hite. Perhaps i t is relevant to add th at those of us who were 
filing repor ts from the field, as we were always referred to, it was 
like dropping  stones down a bottomless well. My files or my dispatches 
from Hanoi at the  time were quite voluminous and. I felt, quite com
plete insofar as what I  was doing, what I  could see, what  I could 
report, what I  could analyze, what I  could assess, what I  could evalu- 
uate, and I  never, other than to receive some instruc tions about logis
tics and food and trave l and so on, I  never really got any response ’
to the substance of these reports at all, no reaction from h igher head
quarters , to report tha t the dispatches had reached the Department 
or if so what  departments and, you know, it was really—we were 
way out at the end of the line.

Mr. Moffat. May I  say tha t is an experience a great many of us 
have had. We had the same thin g when we sent  memoranda to the 
president. I  never knew until I  read Mr. Hu ll’s statement  in his 
memoirs, tha t he had ever seen the memorandum which I wrote on 
colonies and the desirability of try ing  to get specific commitments.

The Chairman. There was very littl e intercommunication. You 
would file them and that was tha t. You never knew whether  they 
came to the ir attention.
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Mr. White. In our case, OSS case, as intelligence officers, we learned 
to live with the centra l fact of intelligence life and that is t ha t you 
specifically know as little about what anybody else was doing as your 
function will permit. So I  didn’t expect to get, you know, lavish inflow. 
But, for example, I  was never told exactly why the OSS mission in 
Hanoi  th at I replaced had been withdrawn except I  was advised th at 
they had “exceeded authority .”

WITHDRAWAL OF COLONEL GALLAGHER AND PATTI MISSION FROM HAN OI

The Chairman. Was there a Colonel Gallagher in the mission that 
you replaced ?

Mr. White. Colonel Gallagher was active in the area but he was 
never there at the time I was there.

The Chairman. Bu t was he there at the time preceding you?
Mr. White . Yes, he had been the re briefly and he h ad come back. 

He had been there  with the mission tha t I replaced, which was called 
the Pa tti  mission because it was headed by a Major Patti.

The Chairman. How large was the mission ?
Mr. White . I  real ly can’t be very sure. They were—in fac t, they left 

on the very aircra ft that  brought me in, my group, and it seemed to 
me as we passed each other there  were 8 or 9 of them.

The Chairman. Eigh t or nine of them ?
Mr. White . I could be wrong about that.
The Chairman. Is Colonel Gallagher still around ? Do you know ?
Mr. White. I can’t tell you, sir.
The Chairman. Do you know ?
How many were in your mission with you ?
Mr. White . At the time in Hanoi ?
The Chairman. Yes, while you were in Hanoi ?
Mr. White . Just three  of us.
The Chairman. Three of you ?
Mr. White . Myself, a young cryptographer, and a radio operator.
The Chairman. I have run  across something about references to 

the very cordial relations between Gallagher and Ho Chi Minh; is 
tha t not true?

Mr. White. Yes, that is true. It  is in-----
The Chairman. Is that w hat exceeded his authority—being friendly 

with Ho Chi Minh?
Mr. White . That could possibly be. As I  say, it was not explained 

to me precisely why they were withdrawn.
The Chairman. You don’t know ?
Mr. White . But I do know the Brit ish and the French very ser

iously resented OSS activity insofar as they rela ted to-----
The Chairman. For the same reasons Mr. Moffat re ferred t o : they 

just didn’t want  the  Americans meddling, they were afr aid  we would 
be interested in the independence of Vietnam—is th at your view ?

Mr. White. Tha t’s right.

ASSASSINATION OF COLONEL DEWEY

The Chairman. You intimated—you did  not state it, prope rly so ; 
you could not prove it, tha t the assassination of Col. Dewey was le ft



184

up in the air as if it wasn't unreasonable to believe it might have been 
inspired by the French ?

Mr. White. That is a conclusion tha t has been drawn.
The Chairman. Tha t is a conclusion ?
Mr. White. But without any basis, any foundation, in evidence so 

far as I know.
Air. Chairman. Explain a little more in detail, who was Mr. 

Dewey ?
Air. White. Colonel Dewey was a young—not so young—he was 

an OSS officer who took the original detachment of which I was part 
into Saigon.

The Chairman. Yes?
Air. White. What precisely his authorization and instructions 

were from our higher headquarters vis-a-vis native, national ist 
groups, I don't know. But he d id see the prominent leaders of many 
groups, some clandestinely and some otherwise, in Saigon durin g 
tha t period.

The Chairman. Would  you say he was identified w ith the  na tiona l
ist elements among the Vietnamese?

Air. W hite. Well, cer tainly I can say th is because it  is a m atter  of 
record and it is a matte r of my personal experience, tha t Colonel 
Dewey came from a terrib ly well-connected family in Illino is at the 
time.

The Chairman. Was he a relative to Congressman Dewey ?
Air. White. Yes.
Se na tor  Percy. Congressman Dewey—a son.
The Chairman. A son ?
Air. White. So n; tha t’s right.
The Chairman. Charles Dewey ?
Air. White. Yes.
The Chairman. I knew him. I didn’t know there was a connection.
Air. White. Ili s name was Peter Dewey but in my capacity as a 

liaison officer, General Gracey and General LeClerc very often told me 
how much they resented Dew’ey’s activity in seeing nationalist leaders.

The Chairman. They didn’t think much better of yourself either, 
did they ?

Air. White. They didn’t like any of us.

QUESTIO N OF COLONIAL POW ER AGAINST ITS COLONY

The Chairman. This is a very sad, but I think  a very significant 
thing, because of the emphasis tha t you and Air. Aloffat both put 
upon the nationalist character of the movement, as opposed to the 
alleged Communism. It  is clear from both of you and was so clear to 
you and others that  i t is incredible th at it did not impress our people 
more in view of our own history.

If  we had been a great colonial power, I can see how we could be 
sympathetic with the Br itish point of vi ew; but this w’hole thing is one 
of the most mysterious aberrations tha t th is country has ever engaged 
in. I t is the only case I know of—maybe, Air. Moffat, you, being a pro
fessional, know of any other  cases in which this country has taken the
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pos itio n of  th e colo nial  pow er ag ain st its  colony. I)o you know of any  
othe r exa mple in ou r who le h ist ory ?

Mr. Moffat. I  can ’t  th in k of any  ri gh t off the ba t.
Th e C hairman. I  can ’t th in k of any eithe r. I don’t know of any. All 

du ring  th is perio d, we did  proceed la te r to encourage  the  Du tch to 
get  ou t of  Indonesia , did we n ot ?

Mr.  M offat. Yes.
Th e C hairm an . We  ce rta in ly  we re accused  of  it. The  D utc h resent ed 

it very much an d the  same in In dia  and I th ink in Egy pt  and all 
aro und. Ve ry o fte n it is nothing  bu t sy mp ath y,  by t ha t I mean in m any  
cases there is no tang ib le  act ion , bu t ou r sym pathies and  ou r enc our
agements have a lwa ys been in t hat  conn ectio n.

Th ere  were one  or tw o th ings ----- -

W HE TH ER  BANGLADESH WAS COLONY OF WEST PAKISTAN

Se na tor P ercy. Mr. Ch air ma n, if  you wo uldn 't mind an in te rrup 
tio n, I  wonde r howT you wou ld look up on  our re lat ionship  wi th Pa ki stan  
an d Ba ng lad esh as to  wh ethe r Ba ng lad esh  was rea lly  a colony and 
tre ated  as a colony of  W est Pa ki stan ? We  ce rta inly  backed up  and 
supp or ted West  P ak ist an .

Th e Chairm an . I  do n’t conside r, due  to the very sho rt life  of  th is 
cre ation , c rea tio n as a re su lt of  war,  th a t i t was a colonial relationship. 
I t  ce rta in ly  is no t comp ara ble  to the Bri tish  and French  where one 
alien people hav e gone in by force an d dominated  ano the r. It is my 
un de rs tand ing th at na tio n was cre ate d upon rel igious grou nd s: the  
div isio n was an effor  to  div ide  th e Moslems fro m the Hindus . Unt il  
yeste rda y, I  never h ea rd  an yone s uggest t hat it  was  a colonial rel at ion
ship,  bu t in th a t case we di dn ’t  do an yt hi ng  othe r th an  ti lt  the con
ver sat ion . I  don ’t  th in k th at  is—at  lea st in my view —it  is not  an  exam
ple  o f an  exemp tion to  th a t rule,  b ecau se I  would  n ot  con sider th a t a 
colo nial rel ati on sh ip.

president Roosevelt's memorandum on indociiin a

Would you expla in , ju st  exp lore , expand  ju st  a bi t on Pr es iden t 
Roo sevelt’s m em ora ndum . I t  says sim ply  and succinc tly, “No Fr en ch  
he lp in Indo ch ina—c ou ntry  on tru ste eship.” That  is a very cryp tic  
message. Could  yo u e xp an d t h a t a  bi t, w ould  you  ?

Mr.  Moffat. The re  was “F D R ” at  the  end o f it.
Th e C hairm an . Wha t?  Exp la in  it.
Mr.  Moffat. T hat  is th e ex ten t of  his  message . Fie had ap pa rent ly  

to ld  the Se cretary of  St at e a good  ma ny times abo ut his  posit ion  on 
wa nt ing tru ste eship an d w’hen  thi s pa pe r came to  h im indica tin g th at 
the Dep ar tm en t would  like to  help the Fren ch  ge t back , he ju st  said 
“No F renc h he lp in Indo ch in a.” I t  was  endorsed  in the  up pe r le ftha nd  
co mer  of  the  docum ent .

Th e Chairm an . H e th ou gh t th at was  the disposit ion  o f it—no help 
to  th e Fr en ch  ?

Mr.  Moffat. And  the n the Dep ar tm en t s ent  a le tte r to  the mili ta ry , 
because th is  re la ted  to  th e mili ta ry , you  see, an d ju st  inform ed  them
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abou t im ple me nting  the  trus tee sh ip  purpose a t th is  time.

CHANGE IN  FDR’s POLICY BY TRUMAN ADMINISTRATION

Th e C hairma n. One l as t question,  at  least be fore I  yie ld  to t he  S ena
to r fro m Ill ino is.

W ha t has been the very cru x of the m at te r to me was  th is  ra th er  
dr am at ic  change between FD R ’s po licy  and th at  of the Tr um an  A d
minist ra tio n.  U suall y we th in k of  a c ontin uit y in th e burea ucr acy , th a t 
the cha nge  of  a Pres iden t docs no t usu ally change  the burea ucr acy . 
We  have  a very rem ark able conti nuati on  in pol icy betw een Johnson 
an d N ixo n, i n m y op inion, th e way  th ey  view  th e wo rld  and  th e t hing s 
they  con tinue to aspir e to, an d I  am no t sure  th at  it  is ve ry dif ferent  
fro m Kenne dy. I  t hi nk  I  co uld say  t hat there was a g re at er  simila rit y 
in ma ny  respects  to  the at tit ud e of  these th ree Ad minist ra tio ns , an d 
I  assum e the burea ucr acy  has much to  do wi th  i t, bu t there seemed to 
be a ve ry marked and sh arp dema rca tion—a nd  alm ost  imm edi ate ly— 
between' the  dea th of  F D R and t he  access ion to pow er o f T ruma n. One  
of  the  most  signif icant th ings  is th is : Th e Tru man  Do ctrin e was  an 
nounced,  I  believe, about a ye ar  la te r th an  the pe rio d you mentio ned  
here , was it  not, i n 1947 ?

Air. Moffat. March 1947,1 th ink.
Th e Chairman . March  1947 ?
Mr.  Moffat. Th at  is 2 years  la ter .
Th e C hairman . T wo yea rs l a te r?
Mr . Moffat. Fro m th e P re side nt ’s dea th.
Th e Chairman . C ould  you elaborate a bi t on wh at  you  th in k hap 

pen ed there ?
Mr . Moffat. W ell , sir,  I  don’t th in k there was a cha nge in  the  b u

reaucr acy . I th in k the poli cy was th ere all alon g. We h ad  been fee lin g 
th is ; there was the sp lit  ins ide  the De pa rtm en t betw een those of  us 
who were fol low ing  F a r Eas te rn  Af fai rs an d those who  were  on the 
Eu ro pe an  Affairs . Ev ery so of ten , I  th ink,  efforts wer e made, wh ile  
Mr.  Roosevelt was in office to  ge t him  to approa ch  more closely  t he ir  
po in t of view about th e Fr en ch  and Indochina . These  were rebuffed, 
as on th is  occasion, w ith  th is “ No F renc h h elp .”

W ha t happened was, on Roo sevelt’s d eath,  t he  m ili ta ry  were  wa nt 
ing ce rta in  decis ions  ma de aprop os  of the the ate rs.  Th ere ha d been 
ce rta in  arr angeme nts  made, as you  know, betw een Ch iang  Ka i-chek 
and Mountb atten , an d alt ho ug h Indo ch ina was the oreti ca lly  in  the 
Ch ina  The ater  an d u nd er  Am eri can  st ra teg ic  res ponsibi lity , ei ther  side 
could go in and fight and they  wou ld then  div ide  u p th e thea te r la te r 
on. Our  m ili ta ry  w an ted  some decis ions  m ade  in  connection wi th th at . 
I don’t know wh eth er th at ha d actua lly  s ta rte d before  the  Pr es iden t’s 
death  or  n ot, bu t anyway,  t he  p rop osa l t o ge t a pol icy  s tat em en t ema 
na ted  f rom  that  an d the Eu ro pe an  D ivision th en  sa id,  “W ell , a ll r ight , 
le t’s see if  we can ge t th e same pol icy ,” th at  I  th in k the y wante d all 
the tim e----- -

Th e Chairman. Yes.
Mr . Moffat (con tin uing ). And  they  ha d been pu sh ing it.
Th e thi ng  th at  upse t me so v ery serio usly ab out th is  was  thei r memo

ran du m, which is in th e Pe ntag on  Pa pe rs.  I t  d id n’t give  M r. Tr um an
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any background information as to what Roosevelt's policies had been, 
or why they were changing it, and I always thou ght tha t was what 
really aggrieved me so that I went to  town on this one very strongly 
to get the background to the President.

The Chairman. They censored his information ?
Mr. Moffat. Well, you are supposed to send short memoranda, sir.
[Laughter.]
The Chairman. Then, if I can summarize, the European Division 

of the State Depar tment  had all along believed in this and your di- 
. vision and Roosevelt had been in opposition ?

Upon his death the bureaucracy did assert itself and convinced Mr. 
Truman of it, is that a fa ir summary ?

Mr. Moffat. I think  it is a fai r summary, sir.
» We never sent a memo to the Pre sid ent; no memorandum went to

the Pre sident ; there  was no policy paper.
The Chairman. To Trum an ?
Mr. Moffat. Yes, sir.
The Chairman. I  see.
Mr. Moffat. So it  continued to “d rif t” until  such time as the French 

were in there and then  there was nothing for  us to do.
The Chairman. The Senator from Illinois?

RUSSIAN STATEMENT IN  RESPONSE TO PRESIDENT’S ACTIONS

Senator  Percy. I am sorry I did not hear Mr. White’s testimony. 
I flew in from Chicago this  morning, but  I  have had a chance to scan 
through Mr. Moffat’s. I am going to resist the temptation to ask you 
for your reaction, for a while anyway, on the Russian statement th at 
has been released in response to the President ’s actions, bu t—if you 
have not seen tha t statement—I  can give you the summation of it 
very quickly, and I would very much apprecia te your reaction to it. 

OFFICIAL REACTION TO H o’s STATEMENT OF FRIEN DSHIP  FOR U.S.

But so th at  we may continue our historical inquiry, I would very 
much appreciate, Mr. Moffat, your reactions to and knowledge as to 
what might have been the response, the official response, of the United 
States Government when we did receive and learn of statements made 
by Ho as to his professed friendship for the United States—was 
there an official reaction ever ?

r Mr. Moffat. The position, and we were very sympathetic with Ho
Chi Minh who was, in our opinion, perfec tly clear—a lett er addressed 
to the  President of the United  States  cannot be answered without, in 
effect, I mean, other than from the head of another state, without 
actually involving recognition. We ta lked with him, we had all com
munications with him, bu t there was no answer ever sent to a fo rmal 
inquiry addressed to the President of the United States, and I think 
if we had, tha t would have been taken by the French in tha t case as a 
really serious affront and possibly a breach of international etiquette.

Senator P ercy. Were his statements acknowledged to the extent that 
we possibly could, under internationa l protocol, or were they also 
ignored simply because he was a Communist ?

Mr. Moffat. It  had nothing to do with his being a Communist. I 
wrote one of those memos saying we shouldn’t answer this.

83-605 0 —73------13
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Se na tor P ercy. Ou r lack of official responses was well under stood by 
him , sim ply  because of  his  und ersta nd ing of i nterna tio na l p roto col  ?

Mr . Moffat. I  don ’t know wh at  h is rea ction wou ld be, bu t I  assume 
th at  he would ha ve unders too d th at .

Se na tor P ercy. Mr. W hi te ------
Mr . Moffat. May I  ju st  on th is  po int , which  was made yeste rda y 

by M r. Chomsky o r som ebody , tha t t hi s was because he was a Com mu
nist—th at  wave of  wo rry ing  about commun ism di dn ’t  tak e effect, 
di dn ’t  begin to become im po rta nt , in the Dep ar tm en t un til  the  end of 
1946, an d all  these com municatio ns ha d come in lon g before tha t.

OF FIC IAL VIEW  OF HO  C H I M IN H

Se na tor  P ercy. N ow, M r. W hi te , was there any official view tak en  
by th e OS S or  any  othe r governm ental  agen cy th at  you know  of, of 
Ho  Chi  Minh  ?

Mr. W hit e. No, I  don ’t  believe we h ad  an official view  in th at  sense; 
ou r mis sion  was to  tr y  to adv ise  th e departm en ts,  ou r headqu art ers , 
who w as on f irs t base in thi s pa rti cu la r par t of the wo rld , a nd  w ha t h e 
was up  t o ; an d in t hat con tex t it  was c lear t hat  th e pa rty an d the par
tic ul ar  lea der who was on firs t was ce rta inl y Ho  Ch i M inh . M y ins tru c
tion s, fo r e xam ple , w hen  I reache d Ha noi were  to seek ou t and repo rt  
on the pr incipa l people. Th ere  was no t any specific reference  to  Ho  
Chi  Minh as such, b ut  i t is c lea r th at th e pr inc ipal person , at  l eas t on 
th at  side of the fence, was Ho.

Se na tor P ercy. You heard  Mr. Mo ffat’s sta tem ent as to how he 
looked on Ho.  Was he looked on as a Com munis t of any  pa rt icul ar  
sort?  Was he looked upon  str ic tly  as a Com munis t wi thin th e na tio n
ali sts ’ pa rt icul ar  fra me wo rk or  was he looked upo n by the OS S as an 
agent of  Moscow ?

Mr. W hit e . Certa in ly  not  by those of  us who were  th ere , M r. Percy . 
We looked at  h im as a lea der of  a pa rty , the pr incipa l pa rty and the 
pr incipa l leader . I  ha d occas ion to recount some con versat ions I had 
wi th him , and he never mad e any secret or att em pted  to  dow nplay  
the fact  that  he  was a  Comm unist and had been a Com munis t, th at  he  
had been to  Rus sia , th at he ha d been intere sted in wo rking  fo r the  
Comm unist cause in many par ts  of the world  and  so fo rth , bu t when  
I  ta lked  to  him  he was ta ki ng  a rea lly  qui te mat ter-o f- fact  who is 
going t o he lp me ge t th is  place runn ing—yo u know.

DID HO CHI M IN H  PROVIDE SERVICES FOR U .S . ?

Se na tor P ercy. D id  he pe rfo rm  any services th at  you know of fo r 
the  Uni ted State s G overn ment ? W as he of any  assis tance, fo r inst ance, 
in connection w ith  the  res cuing o f downed A me rican fliers ?

Mr. W hit e. Yes, lie was. I ask ed him  p ar tic ul ar ly  a bout t hi s because 
one of  t he  fun ctio ns we ha d in  OS S was to at tempt  to  loca te people 
who h ad  been pa rti cu la rly  hero ic in defe nse of  Ame rican int ere sts  and  
peop le in th at  are a du rin g the  Japa ne se  occupat ion.

We ha d heard  th at  Ho ha d indeed  helped  two  Am erican  fliers, 
Navy pilots , reach saf ety  in Ch ina, and according  to  the repo rt  we 
had at  the time, which we ha d no t had any  way, rea lly , to  confi rm, 
bu t it  was  t hat  he ha d walked perso nally  all th e way fro m his  moun-
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tainous retrea t, hideaway, in northern Tonkin to Kunming, to the 
outskirts  of  Kunming,  and delivered those two pilots over in effect to 
American authori ties in K unm ing; and he allowed tha t that was true, 
but before I could ask him for any details and get him to explain 
the length of the tri p and so for th, he rather  uncomfortably shifted 
the subject to something he was more particularly anxious to talk  
about, which was where could he get—

Senator Percy. Could you give us the benefit of any conversation 
you might have had with OSS officers who had worked with the Viet 
Minh before you arrived, as to what Ho was really doing ?

Was he fighting the  Japanese or was he operat ing in just harassing 
operations  and stockpiling resources to fight his own battles late r; 
tha t is, for the postwar use ?

Mr. White. Yes, if I unders tand your question, I  didn’t have any 
debriefing from the operation I succeeded. The very limited conver
sations I had with the departin g group was tha t Ho had in fact 
been very useful in, and very resistant to the Japanese—harassment 
was about the limit, harassment and provision of intelligence, was 
about the limi t of his contribution. But there had been no lack of co
operation, o r enthusiasm, on his par t. The  answer to your par t whether 
he was laying some kind of in frast ructu re, lay ing some plans fo r later, 
I did not get tha t impression. I didn’t get the impression that he 
was using resistance to the Japanese, as a ploy for bring ing in power 
his own group. But I can’t—I am not a terribly reliable witness on 
that point.

H O  C H I M I N l f s  OU TL OO K ON  C H IN E SE-V IE TN A M E SE  RELA TIO N SH IP S

Senator Percy. Did he ever comment to you on the long history of 
China ’s attempt to dominate  Indochina ?

Mr. White. Yes, sir. You will find in this  dispatch that  t ha t was 
very much on his mind when he discussed this with me. He gave me, 
in fact, a primer on Indochinese h istory or th e history of the people, 
which is mainly one of resistance to the Chinese over a course of  800 
years, and he gave that  to me in grea t detail.

Senator Percy. Did he comment to you or describe what his out
look would be on Chinese-Vietnamese relationships?

Mr. White. In  the sense, by inference certa inly, he would resist all 
forms of Chinese domination of an independent Vietnam; that was 
their histor ical position and it was a very practical feeling he had this  
day which was exacerbated, as I  said a little bit earlier, by the fact 
tha t his pa rt of the world, the province of Tonkin and the northe rn 
part of Annam, that part north  of the 16th parallel, were under 
Chinese occupation and the Chinese were looting the country very 
diligently. Here again it is the Chinese problem tha t was uppermost 
in his mind.

Mr. Moffat. Senator, could I say something about that?
Senator  Percy. Yes, Mr. Moffat.
Mr. Moffat. I thin k one of the  problems we have in discussing the 

problems of this period is tha t China was nationa list at th is time and 
the Communists did not come into China for another 3 years, but 
what a great many of us fe lt, and I have always felt, tha t th e innate 
feeling and concern about China would have prevented domination
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by a Communist China of a Communist Vietnam just as the latter 
would oppose a Nationalist China.

Senator Percy. Was there a feeling on your part that he was person- 
nally prejudiced agains t the Chinese, and what was the depth of his 
feeling about them ? How did  he describe them and what might have 
been imbued in the ex isting leadership as a result of tha t indoctr ina
tion?

Mr. White. In  his discussions with me he would refer to the Chinese 
as “our tradi tional enemy.” But he referred in a rather academic 
sense rath er than in an emotional or an immediate sense. He sort of— 
“as you know, we have been resisting Chinese domination for 800 
years” and then go on to tell me about some early Chinese emperor 
who had done something part icula rly offensive to the Indochinese 
pride.

Senator  Percy. Could you comment on the much discussed theory 
tha t if it is our objective to resist Chinese aggression in tha t area, 
tha t possibly one of the best wrays to do i t might have been to have a 
strong, unified Vietnam under some strong, powerful leader like Ho 
who was not a puppet of P eking ? Ho looked upon China as a tradi
tional enemy and Ho would resist with everything he could any in
vasion of tha t area or undue influence in tha t area by the Chinese.

Mr. W hite. Yes, I agree with tha t, but I would l ike to put it the 
other way around, if you don’t mind.

Senator  Percy. Rephrase it yourself.
Mr. White. I t is my opinion that if Ave had proceeded the other way 

in this t ragic story and th at there had been an independent but indeed 
Communist or Communist sympathizing Indochina, tha t i t would not 
now be dominated or in any way influenced by Peking. The back
ground of the relationships between the two countries would have 
seen to that, as well as Ho and the innate nationalism of the entire 
people.

witness’ assessment or December 1946 meeting with ho

Senator P ercy. Mr. Moffat, when you returned to the Departmen t of 
State a fte r your December 1946 meeting with Ho, wThat  did you report 
and how was your assessment received ?

Mr. Moffat. Well, it was quite an interval. I didn ’t get back until 
the middle of  February . I continued to send back diary  letters  which 
don’t appear in the Committee study and in some of these I let myself 
go to members of  my division in comments on Indochina, as the De
partment seemed to be ge tting much too much concerned on the Com
munist business and t hat  it didn ’t—it was not justified in th at par t of 
the world. I did somehow—I lead  the telegrams and I still don’t know 
how’ I managed to get tha t one of May 13 through the Department, 
but that was the last effort we were able to make.

FR E N C H  MET HO DS  OF  RE AC TI VA TI NG  CO NT RO L IN  IN D O CH IN A

Senator Percy. How would you characterize the French methods 
of reactivat ing their control in tha t p art  of the world, postwar? What 
methods, what techniques did they use ?

Mr. White. Which one of us, sir  ?
Senator Percy. Well, Mr. Moffat first?
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Air. Moffat. I w as tr yin g to------
Se na tor P ercy. I would  like  both of you  to answer.
Mr.  Moffat. I  th in k Mr. W hi te  cou ld giv e you rea lly  more on th e 

gro und ope rat ions.
The basic  pro ble m was t hat  they d id  no t w an t to s tick by t hei r Marc h 

6 ag reement. As  you know, the  Chi nese wo uld n’t pu ll ou t no rth when 
they  were suppos ed to. Th ere  was a lon g delay,  b ut  then  H o Chi M inh  
did  make th e agree me nt th a t he would  le t the Fr en ch  s end  in  forces 
pea cef ully, an d the Fr en ch  made the agree me nt th a t Vietn am  was t o 
be recognized  as a fre e sta te  ins ide  t he  F re nc h Union . I th in k people 
mis under stood, ag ain ta lk in g in te rn at iona l law, an d th in k we cou ld 
have  recogn ized  Vi etn am  at th a t tim e, bu t there was no que stio n of  
forei gn  rel ati on s in  t he  M arch  6 ag reem en t; the Vie tnamese were  n ot  
giv en th a t power. T hat  was to  be subje ct to  discussion. We could n’t 
have tu rned  aro un d an d recogn ized  “th e fre e stat e” ins ide  th e Un ion  
at t hat  stage  unde r int erna tio na l law .

But  th e Fr en ch  were just enc roa ching  an d pu lli ng  bac k on each 
com mitment they  made. Th e Vie tnamese were do ing  ex act ly the same 
thing . Th ey  were  mak ing att ac ks  her e an d the re.  Th ey were bo th 
breach ing  agreements.

The Fr en ch  were  more successful, how ever, in ma kin g fu rther  and 
str on ge r moves an d I  wou ld hav e sa id there  was a piecemeal br ea k
dow n of wh at  th ey  ha d fir st agr eed  t o as they  go t str on ge r m ili ta ril y.

Now, I  th in k F ra nk  W hi te  ca n say mo re abou t th e ac tua l o perat ion s 
in th e field.

Se na tor P ercy. Mr.  W hit e?
Mr . W hit e. Yes, sir , I  can re po rt  how it  was  on th e gr ou nd  at  the  

time.
I  rem ember  sh or tly  af te r we arriv ed , General  LeCle rc ar rive d on 

the ship Paste ur  in Sa igo n, I  guess it  was a t the end  of  Septemb er,  
1945—an d he ha d a re gim ent of  Fr en ch  tro ops but,  of  course, th ey  were 
Fr en ch  Le gio nnair es  and I  doubt if  t he re  were  ha lf  a dozen Fr en ch 
men in the en tir e group. Th ey  were  ma inly Ge rmans fro m PO W  
camps. Bu t, anyhow , Gener al LeCle rc made it  very cle ar ea rly  on as 
he pa raph ra se d the fam ous ph ras e of  Wins ton Ch urch ill , sa id : “I  
di dn ’t  come back to Indo ch ina to giv e Indo ch ina back to the In do 
chinese.” H is  fo rces  w her eve r they cou ld rea ssert  th e Fr en ch  p resence,  
did so a nd  if  i t would  req uir e do ing  i t in an agg ressive, ru th less  way , 
the y d id  it.

On th e othe r ha nd , I  wou ld leave t he  reco rd inco mplete  a nd  u nc lea r 
if  it  weren ’t  also stated  th a t Viet Minh  na tio na lis ts,  la te r to  become, 
you know , to be the precursors of the Viet Cong, com mitted  excesses 
of th ei r own. Fr en ch  civ ilia ns  were bruta liz ed  on occasions, and th is 
com bin atio n o f excesses on both sides f inal ly erup ted into the war  that  
was to come la ter . But  it  sta rte d— it followe d the flag, as it  were. 
Ev ery pla ce  it went th e excesses  beg an a nd  so fo rth however , the F renc h 
did  in  th e s outh ma nage  to  o bta in an d enforce a ce rta in  d egree of  co n
tro l by the end  o f 1946.

COMPARISON OF VIET MIN H AND FREN CH ADMINISTRATION

Se na tor  P ercy. S pec ifica lly,  cou ld bo th of  you com par e the na ture  
of  t he  Viet Minh ad min ist ra tio n in the no rth  of Indo ch ina an d th at 
of  th e Fr en ch  in tho se are as they  were  br ingi ng  un de r th ei r contr ol ?
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Wha t different techniques, approaches, procedures, methods did each 
of them use ?

Mr. Moffat. I don’t know that  I  could answer that question. I  don’t 
feel I am personally familiar.

Senator  Percy. Mr. White ?
Mr. White. Well, I can go this fa r and say when in areas the French 

assumed control they resorted to the fami liar people and practices of 
the prew ar regime. Many of the people, many of the bureaucracy, both 
native and French, were restored to the same kind of positions they 
had before. Now, in the areas tha t the Viet Minh controlled, we were 
not there to be able to observe any more than  we were able to observe 
it in the Vietnamization program now.

SOVIET REPLY  TO PRESIDE NT  NI XO N’s  SPE ECH

Senator  Percy. Those are all the historical questions I  have. Per 
haps then I will t urn  to  the Soviet reply today to President Nixon’s 
speech.

You know how I feel about this war. I  would say tha t thi s first reac
tion of the Soviet Government to the mining of North  Vietnamese 
harbors gives some hope tha t a confrontat ion can be avoided, and tha t 
the summit conference will not be cancelled. The summit wasn’t even 
mentioned in their  reaction, and if this is true, then I would hope we 
could continue efforts to develop constructive relations with the Soviet 
Union, China and other world powers.

I think your own reaction would be most in teresting and helpful 
to us. The Soviet statement reads as follows:

The Soviet Government  resolu tely insi sts th at  th e United  Sta tes ’ steps  to block 
the coas t and dis rup t ground communications of the  Democratic Republic of 
Vietnam be cancel'ed  withou t delay.

The Government of the  United Sta tes  announced a new esca lation of its ag
gressive  actions in Vietnam, the actions th at  complicate fu rth er  the situ atio n in 
Southeast Asia and a re fra ught with  serious  consequences fo r inte rna tional  peace 
and secur ity.

The statement said th at Nixon gave an order for  “mining the entries 
into the North Vietnamese ports so as to prevent ships from reaching 
the ports, for intensification of bombing of the DRV terr itory and, 
specifically, fo r h itting from the air railroads and other communica
tions.”

And I quote fu rther from thei r statement:
In  thi s way, the United States tries to brea k the economic, trade  and othe r 

rela tions th at  the  DRV has developed with  othe r states, to deprive the Demo
cra tic  Republ ic of Vietnam of the opportuni ty to receive aid  for  its people to 
rebuff the  U.S. aggression and also to receive foodstuffs and  other supplies from 
(as  received) the peaceful popula tion.

The statement demanded tha t acts of U.S. aggression against the 
DRV be ended, that  the right to freedom of international navigation 
and trade be respected. The Soviet Government expresses hope tha t 
this point of view is shared by the government and people of all peace- 
loving states.

The Russians sa id :
No m at ter what false pre texts are  used to cover up the adven tur ist action s of 

the  United States armed forces in  Vietnam, the real  purpose of these actions is
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obvious: It  is not to save the United States from humiliation but to save the notorious “Vietnamization” policy which suffers an obvious failure.
The Kremlin sa id :
Intensification of the bombings of the DRV terri tory  and Washington’s attempts to establish singlehandedly its own rules of international navigation cannot but cause indignation and strong censure. These actions show again for the whole world the pirat ic nature of the war which the United States has unleased and continues against the Vietnamese people for many years.
The Soviets said the U.S. has signed the Geneva Convention an d:
The Soviet Union considers as inadmissible the U.S. actions which jeopardize the freedom of navigation and security of Soviet and other ships.
The Soviet Union will draw from this appropriate conclusions tha t the Government of the United States  will bear the entire  responsibility for the possible consequences of its illegal actions.
The Russians warned the Un ited States it  is following “a dangerous 

and slippery road” and said tha t it can lead only to a new complica* 
tion of the  international s ituation.

REACTIONS TO SOVIET STATEMENT

Now, from your long experience with communications from the 
Soviet Union, and considering the si tuation  that we face today, the re
action of each of you to tha t statement  would be very much appreci
ated.

Mr. Moffat. Well, I read one other paragraph  which bothers me 
even more and tha t is the next to the last p arag raph which says—you 
have had the word “inadmissible” which I believe in the Diplomatic 
Corps is a strong  word. Then it says, “The Soviet Government reso
lutely insists  that the U.S. steps to block the coast be cancelled without 
delay.” And tha t is awfully strong language  in an inte rnational state
ment. I  th ink they have l eft some things  out but  I  think there is going 
to have to be some face-saving all around or else we may very easily 
get into a very serious confronta tion.

Senator Percy. Mr. White ?
Mr. White . Yes, my offhand reaction to—I mean, not offhand but 

my instant reaction is that I  am surprised that the  Soviets did not take 
a more hostile sounding response tha n this one 'because I feel tha t the 
administration in each one of its major  moves part icula rly in the 
last 10 days, but over the period of its concern in this affair has at 
each possible occasion taken another turn of the screw and at some 
juncture,  I do think  it is going to result in a rup turing relationship 
between ourselves and the Soviet Union and cause them to suffer seri
ously. I  would not have been surprised if the summit had been called off.

Senator P ercy. I would have agreed with much of what you said.
Mr. White. It still may be.
Senator P ercy. Mr. Chairman, those are all the questions I have.
The Chairman. Thank you.
I have just seen this message and my first reaction is like yours. I 

think  i t is a very restrained statement under the circumstances and I  
hope it will continue to be restrained. T hat  is going to be a very difficult 
subject fo r this morning. There are a few odds and ends I  would like 
to explore before we adjourn.
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FREN CH COLLABORATION WITH  JAPANESE

Mr. Moffat, I think you said in your statement tha t the French 
collaborated with the Japanese which was news to me. Could you 
explain that a little fu rthe r ?

Mr. Moffat. They acted as hosts to the Japanese; they kept the ad
minist ration in operation, officially French, hut the Japanese  ran the 
country and they jus t went along with it. There was nothing they could 
do but they went along in order to stay in power, I th ink, largely.

The Chairman. You mean while the Japanese-----
Mr. Moffat. During the period of the Japanese, from the time the 

Japanese  moved in unt il the-----
The Chairman. What  was tha t period, just for the  record? I would 

like it.
Mr. Moffat. Tha t would have been in 1941, December 1941.
The Chairman. Unt il when ?
Mr. Moffat. Until March 1945.
The Chairman. Were the French nominally adminis tering the 

country?
Mr. Moffat. Yes, sir.
Mr. Chairman. But under the  direction of the Japanese; is that  the 

way it was ?
Mr. Moffat. Yes, sir. Under  the Decoux administration.
The Chairman. But  the regular provincial administration was still 

French?
Mr. Moffat. Yes, sir.
The Chairman. Although they were, of course, takin g their  orders 

from the Japanese ?
Mr. Moffat. Yes, sir.

RECOGNITION OF TWO VIETNAMS

The Chairman. Tell me, Mr. Moffat, during your experience was 
there any recognition by the government there were two Vietnams ?

Mr. Moffat. We always treated it as one.
The Chairman. Did anybody trea t it as two, to your knowledge?
Mr. Moffat. Well, in Cochin China the southern province, there 

were a whole series of nationa list factions there, and the Viet Minh 
or the Vietnam Government did not have the same control and they 
didn’t have a chance to develop it before they were pushed out because 
tha t was in the area controlled by the British.

The Chairman. But prio r to the intervention of foreigners, the 
French always considered it one country, did they not?

Mr. Moffat. No, Cochin China  was set up as a colony, but Tonkin 
and Annam were protectorates which did not include sovereignty.

The Chairman. What  was the distinction of that ?
Mr. Moffat. We recognized the emperor, I mean the French rec

ognized the emperor and protectorate  and the French had a protec
tora te of those two states agreeing to  take care of them and to prevent 
aggression against  them, and that is why I said earlier they had not 
honored their  own responsibilities.
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ROLE OF BAO DAI

The Chairman. You mentioned Bao Dai ; just what was his role 
during -----

Mr. Moffat. Well, he had a series of roles.
The Chairman. What  was he prior to the  war ?
Mr. Moffat. He was emperor in Annam at Hue, and then when 

Ho Chi Minh set up and established a Vietnam Provisional Govern
ment, they persuaded Bao Dai tha t he had better back them so he 
threw his support behind them, otherwise he would have been thrown 
out; I guess he was actually eliminated for a time; and then later  
the French  decided, with our encouragement, to select Bao Dai to 
head a puppet government, as the one person they could think of 
who could rally the non-Communist elements in Vietnam around him. 
So he came back as the ruler  but he d idn 't last very long before he 
went back to the Riviera.

The Chairman. I am afra id I am not making it very clear.
Was Bao Dai jus t the emperor of just  Annam, not Tonkin and 

Cochin China ?
Mr. Moffat. Not Cochin China. Was Tonkin part of it? No, just 

Annam.
Mr. White. J us t Annam.
The Chairman. The capi tal of Annam is Hue?
Mr. W hite. Hue.
The Chairman. Wha t was in Tonkin at t ha t time?
Mr. W hite. Tonkin  was an independent, was a protectorate as Mr. 

Moffat says.
The Chairman. Directly under a French government?
Mr. White. Th at’s right.
The Chairman. This palace you met at, you met with Ho, was 

old-----
Mr. W hite. Tha t was the French residence or palace.
The Chairman. The French residence fo r the French representa

tive.
VIET NA M REGARDED AS SIN GL E PO LIT ICAL  E NTI TY

Often we have talked about the section in the Geneva Accords which 
says the 17th parallel is not to  be recognized as a political division or 
for any purpose other than  for this regrouping.

Are you fam iliar  with tha t ?
Mr. White. That is my recollection.
The Chairman. Which leaves the impression tha t they regard it, 

all of Vie tnam, as a single political entity. Is th at correct, Mr. Moffat?
Mr. Moffat. Well, except there was to be a plebiscite both in the 

north and in the sou th; and the original  problem tha t Ho Chi Minh 
had, everybody recognized his complete control of the north, but the 
various factions and the French efforts to break the south away f rom 
them, they said we will have a plebiscite and this  was one of the agree
ments which was not carried  out. By tha t time, nobody trusted any 
vote anyway; it  depended on who was control ling the election.
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USE OF ELECTIONS

Th e Chairma n. Had  elec tions been used as a method of de ter mi n
ing  lea dersh ip othe r th an  a t t he  vil lag e leve l ?

Mr. M offat. I  d on’t t hi nk  so.
Th e Chairma n. They elec ted vil lage chie fs ju st by the way one 

does in  a New Eng land  tow n mee ting , I suppose. Is  th at  rig ht? Is  
th at your  impression ?

Mr.  W hi te . That  is my impress ion, yes. I could be wrong on this,  
bu t I am vi rtu al ly  certa in th at , fo r exam ple,  when  he described him
self to me as the Pro vis ion al Pres iden t or  the Pr es iden t of the  P ro 
vis ional Government  o f Tonkin,  Ho  had  never stoo d fo r any  election. 
He may have been elected by his  own pa rty mem bers  bu t there had 
been no pleb isci te or  a ny gen era l elect ion of  a ny k ind  that  es tablish ed 
him  as the p res ident.

FR EN CH  BOMBARD MENT OF HA IPHO NG

Th e Chairma n. Mr. Whit e, were  you in  H aiph on g when  th e F renc h 
bom barded  Ha ipho ng  at  so rt of the  beg inn ing  of the  war ?

Mr.  W hi te . Yes, I  was.
Th e Chair man . A nd  kil led , it  is alleged , 6,000 Vietna mes e? I  hav e 

seen ac coun ts th at they  ki lled 6,000.
Mr. W hite . I  believe t hat  to be e xag ger ated. When I  came in I  w as 

at  a water fron t bistr o a t a time , as I  recal l------
Th e Chairman . At  wh at?
Mr.  W hi te . A  wat er fron t cafe , bis tro , si tti ng  ou t the re.
Th e C hairma n. Wha t is th e d ate  ?
Mr. W hite . I t was in November o f 1945.
Mr.  Moffat. N o.
Mr.  W hi te . No, the Fr en ch  ret urned.
Mr.  Moffat. That  is why  I th in k we were  ge tting  confused here . 

Th ere were  two  of  those episodes th at  I  remember.
Th e Chairman. Two episodes ?
Mr. Moffat. November 1946, was when Colone l Debes bom bard ed.
Mr.  W hi te . Th at ’s righ t.
Mr. Moffat. Th at  is a l at er  one.
Mr.  W hite . I am re fe rr in g when he firs t came back  and br ou gh t 

th is  flot illa,  and  the ba ttle cru ise r Richel ieu . They came in and the y 
fired off a lively can nonad e of  b ig gun s b ut  w hethe r th e big  gun s a ctu 
ally—they didn ’t  hi t any  part  where I was near no r did  I see any  
evidence  of damage.  I th in k it  was a 14th of  J uly  salu te.

Th e Chairma n. I t  was larg ely  a w arn ing , I  suppose?
Mr.  W hite . Th at ’s righ t.
Th e Chairman . Rathe r th an  the  real  bom bardment . As long as we 

are on th at sub jec t, you were  n ot  th ere  la te r when  t hey rea lly  d id kill  
a lo t of people,  is th at r ig ht  ?

Mr.  Moffat. Yes , I  was the re  shor tly  af te r th at .
Th e C hairma n. Describe, th at . W ha t ha ppene d ?
Mr.  Moffat. I  am tryi ng  to go back  now because thi s is a ft er  al l, 25 

ye ars now, to ge t the det ail s. Th e Fr en ch  br ou gh t up  a fleet o f boats  
and gave an ul tim atu m of  3 hou rs. I th in k the  Vie tnam ese must 
agree  to tu rn  over the customs  whi ch were supposed to be V ietnamese



197

or jo intly administered to the French and set up a zone that the  Viet
namese might not go into, part -----

The Chairman. What is t ha t day ? I want to get it  clear. When did 
this happen ?

Mr. Moffat. In November 1946, sir.
The C hairman. 1946?
Mr. Moffat. I have always thou ght tha t this  part icula r episode was 

what precip itated the decision of  the Vietnamese to fight. There was 
no time ? physically, to get an answer—I mean, to get the message of 
this ultimatum up to Hanoi and get a reply, and they asked for an 
extension and they promised to get off the message and get a decision 
from the government.

Instead , the bombardment took place as promised at the end of 3 
hours, with the shells very carefully  avoiding the Chinese sector but 
going into the Vietnamese section of town, and I was staying shortly 
afte r this  with the American Consul at Hanoi and there was a Stand
ard Oil man who shared the apartment with  him. He had been down in 
Haiphong within 24 hours of the bombardment, so that  I  had  not just 
Vietnamese propaganda but at least what I  considered a fai rly reliable, 
almost eye witness of it. I  thought his estimate was about 2,000 killed. 
It  might have been more.

The Chairman. It  has been—I have read it— I don’t remember 
whether it was Bernard F all ’s book or David Schoenbrun in his lecture 
tha t estimated 6,000 Vietnamese were killed.

Mr. Moffat. My memory—it may be correct.
The Chairman. But it was an ultimatum directed at the Ho Chi 

Minh Government ?
Mr. Moffat. I t was an ultimatum directed at the—yes, Viet Minh 

Government.
The Chairman. They gave him no time to clear out ?
Mr. Moffat. They gave the Vietnamese no time to carry  out the 

agreement.
The Chairman. That is more ar bitrary  th an we a re ; we gave them 

3 days to clear out.
[Laughter.]
The Chairman. They didn’t have time in 3 hours ; it was obvious 

they didn ’t expect them to ; they just wanted to prec ipitate it.

PO PU LA RIT Y OF  H O  C H I M IN H

Mr. White or both  of you, I have read—I th ink it is in Eisenhower’s 
book, tha t if an election had been held at approximately this  time, 
1944, 1945, I think he is reported to have said tha t Ho Chi Minh 
would have received 80 percent of the popular vote.

Have you ever heard that  statement ?
Mr. Moffat. I heard tha t statement, I th ink, a ttributed  to Mr. Eisen

hower or was it to Mr. Dulles? Anyway, everybody recognized-----
The Chairman. It  was Eisenhower. I read it in the book myself, 

“The Mandate for Change.” I  was going to ask what you th ink of it. 
Was he really a popu lar figure ?

Mr. Moffat. Yes, sir.
The Chairman. D o you think tha t was a reasonable estimate?
Mr. Moffat. Eighty or 75,1 would certainly say yes.
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The Chairman. He was very popular ?
Mr. Moffat. I f not it  was the anti-French  feeling and he symbolized 

it, 90 tha t even if  they weren’t for him, which many of them were be
cause he had so symbolized the national ist movement, they would have 
voted for him.

The Chairman. What was your feeling, Mr. White  ?
Mr. W hite. I agree. I believe it  would be something on th at order 

of majority.  To add to what Mr. Moffat has just said, which I  agree 
with too, Ho was the only really recognizable political figure operating  
there at the time.

1 don’t—1 am not suggesting tha t tha t was because he excluded 
opposition. He was curious. I  have met many world leaders in my l ife 
before but he was the least sort of megalomaniac, if  you will, of any 
tha t I have ever met. He actually abjured  standing on balconies, you 
know, or popular appeals. When he went around he just walked 
around the streets as anybody did, you know, with no official cars, 
no pomp and panoply of any kind ; but he was about the only recog
nizable person to vote for.

HO CHI M IN H ’s BACKGROUND

The Chairman. You make him—I thought, in your initia l state
ment there—a very appealing figure. I  mean, you said you were im
pressed by him. Then you said small in his stature;  he was a very 
small man ?

Mr. White. Yes, tiny.
The Chairman. And quiet spoken ?
Mr. W hite. Yes, he suffered. He told me a little about his health. 

He suffered from—during the Japanese occupation he was living in 
the woods, in the  jungle, and he had a bad case of tuberculosis, and as 
Mr.-----

The Chairman. Tuberculosis ?
Mr. White. Yes, and Mr. Blum’s report cites a group, an OSS 

group, which went in with a doctor and gave him some penicillin and 
so for th—not penicillin—sulpha drugs in those days, and he told me 
tha t he was fairly convinced tha t tha t was responsible for his re
covery from tuberculosis.

The Chairman. You said he spoke English better than you did 
French. Had he visited America ?

Mr. White. Yes, he had.
The Chairman. Did he tell you anything about his experiences 

here ?
Mr. White. Well, I  was involved in writing several cover stories on 

Ho in later days with Time magazine and Life, and although Ho 
himself didn’t tell me much about his travels, other than  to mention 
tha t he had been to the United States and he had seen-----

The Chairman. Where had he been in the United States ?
Mr. White. All he mentioned was New York; he mentioned he had 

been to England and to Russia, and, of course, to France. And-----
The Chairman. How did he get to New York, as a tourist ?
Mr. White. Yes, he was a—steward.
The Chairman. Steward  on a boat?
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Mr. White. Steward on a boat; yes, sir.
The Chairman. What  kind of boat, do you know ?
Mr. White. I th ink it was a French boat.
The Chairman. French boat. How long did he stay in New York ?
Mr. W hite. I don’t know. As we pieced this together  from what r e

ports we could obtain, not from Ho in Time, that is, Time magazine, he 
must have been in New York not a long time but I gathered 2 or 
3 months.

The Chairman. Two or 3 months. Did he work in New York as
* a steward, I mean, as a waiter ?

Mr. White. As a waiter ?
The Chairman. As a waiter?
Mr. W hite. Yes.

» The Chairman. Do you know where ?
Mr. W hite. No, I  can’t—I can tell you some of the other places he 

was where he worked. He surfaced in P ar is ; he was not a waiter bu t a 
dishwasher in the Continental Hotel in Paris. He also worked as a 
photographer’s assistant, developer and  actually made some pictures. 
He was interested in photography.

The Chairman. Photography?
Mr. White. Yes.
The Chairman. Did he tell you about his visit to the Versailles con

ference ?
Mr. White. No, he did not.
The Chairman. I t is reported he was there.
Mr. W hite. I t has been reported and tha t is al l in the record some

place, but he just did not happen to mention i t to me in our conversa
tion.

The Chairman. Where did he learn English ? How did he happen to 
learn Engl ish ?

Mr. W hite. Well, this brief exposure in  the United States  helped, 
and-----

The Chairman. He must have been a quick learner if he learned 
English in three months.

Mr. White. I believe so; I  believe so.

HO  C H I M IN I !

The Chairman. You said he was very curious?
Mr. White. Yes, tha t was one of the reasons I came away with not as

* much knowledge f rom my several hours with him, because I spent as 
much time answering questions as I  d id ask ing when I  was with him.

The C hairman. Yes.
Mr. White. And, in his desire for information he was terr ibly  eclec

tic. He wanted to know everything about everything.
The Chairman. Was he in London? Did you say he had been in 

London ?
Mr. White. Pardon?
The Chairman. Did  you say he had been in London, too ?
Mr. White. I didn’t say he had been in London.
The Chairman. I  seem to have heard that he had been.
Mr. White. I  think so, too, but I  can’t remember responding to that .
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Th e Chairman. I  t hi nk  somebody said he worked i n the Ri tz Ho tel  
in Londo n, but. I  am no t sure . Schoenb run  seemed to  know  him qui te 
well.

Mr. W hi te . Yes. Dave knew him.  As a young corre spondent in 
Par is  Da vid  Schoe nbrun met Ho  when  Ho  caqie to th is  fam ous  Fon - 
tainbleu -Vers ail les  conferen ce to negotia te w ith  the  Fr ench.

Th e C hairman . Oh , yes.
Mr. W hi te . An d mos t of  the othe r cor respondent s ap pa rent ly  in 

Par is  were eit he r too busy or  too u naware or whatever , a nd  d idn’t pay 
mu ch a tte nt ion to  h im ; but  Dav id  Schoenb run  did  in vit e h im to dinn er  
and Ho  showed u p and the y ha d a meal t og eth er  and  he saw him sev
era l times on that  occasion.

M EETIN G  W IT H  H O  C H I M IN H , DE CE MBE R,  19 4G

Th e Chairman . Mr.  Moffat, wh at was yo ur  impressio n of Ho ? How 
did you reac t to him  as an  indiv idua l ?

Mr. Moffat. I  was t rem end ously  imp ress ed wi th him.
Th e Chairman . Describ e it a lit tle  fo r the  r ecor d. We  a re all igno r

an t an d everybo dy is abo ut him . We  wa nt to benefit by your  ex pe ri
ence. When did  you  meet him  an d tel l us a lit tle  bi t about wh at  y ou 
did .

Mr.  Moffat. I w ent to ca ll on  him.
Th e C hairman . Wh at  ye ar  ? W ha t time ?
Mr. Moffat. In  December 1946.
Th e Chair man . Yes?
Mr.  Moffat. I t  was a week before  the  fig hti ng  broke ou t and it  

was— I had asked fo r an ap po int men t to meet him, a nd  th e repo rt was 
th at  he was ill, an d nobody  knew wh eth er it  w as a dip lom atic illness 
or a bona fide illness. The next th in g I  knew, I  was inv ited to come to 
the palace  at  5 :00 o’clock, I  th in k it  was, and I was tryi ng  to  rem em
be r; I th in k there were  one or  two  oth ers  presen t. Gia m, not  Gia p. 
O’Su llivan, our consul, an d Giam, would be the equ iva len t of Und er  
Se cretary in the  Fo re ign Office. H o was in bed.

Th e C hairma n. He rea lly  was  ill, yo u th in k ?
Mr. Moffat. Yes, he was. He  tal ked fo r about 15 or  20 minutes . I  

ha d no instr uc tio ns ; they  ha d no t come. We  ha d discussed th is 
meeting before  I  lef t Wash ing ton . Th e big  p rob lem  was how fa r the  
De pa rtm en t was go ing  to go on t hi s anti -Com mu nis t angle which I  was 
ra th er  worr ied  ab out , and  so I  h ad  no ins tru ctions and  I  re ally couldn ’t 
say  anyth ing . I listened to wha t he said and I, of course, rep or ted  to 
the De pa rtm en t and then  I  also inc luded it  in a di ary le tte r which I 
sen t back to t he  office—my wif e an d the office—my w ife was in t he  De
pa rtm en t, too—a nd th at  is inc luded in the  com mit tee pr in t. Bu t, 
fra nk ly , I had a fee ling just th at  I  was in the  presence  of somebody 
who was g reat , a nd  I  d on’t know  how you q uite define it.

Th e C hairma n. I  know.
Mr.  Moffat. B ut ------
Th e C hairman. It  doe sn't  happ en  too of ten .
Mr. Moffat. It  does not h ap pe n too ofte n.
Th e C hairman . T hat ’s r ig ht . Go ahead.
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QU ESTIO N REGARDING ALTER NAT IVE TO HO

Mr. Moffat. Could  I ad d one th in g?  Whe n you were  saying  were  
there any  alt ern ati ves. I th in k you pro bably  are  aware  t hat there was 
a very  big  rev olt  ag ains t the  Fr en ch  in  1930 a nd  1931, w hich fina lly 
became qu ite  a lar ge  m ili ta ry  op erati on  before  the y were  able  to pu t 
it  do wn; an d there were  na tio na lis t lea ders in th at  gro up . Al l except  
Ho , and I  imagine Gi ap  and a few oth ers  of the Comm unist group, 
all  were ca ptured  and  al l were k illed.

Th e r esul t i s when the n ex t time  came, and  th ere wa s an othe r sm aller 
revolt  in  1941, which was p ut  down by the Fr en ch —the  Ja pa ne se  stoo d 
asid e and let  the m pu t it down—a gr ea t ma ny more na tio na lis t lea d
ers  were  eliminat ed.  Th e ne t resu lt was  th at  any po tent ia l riv al , you 
might  say , to Ho  Ch i Minh, ha d ju st  been  eliminated  by the Fr en ch  
and he was the  one out sta nd ing nat io na lis t left.

Th e Chairm an . The  only  one ab le to  surviv e ?
Mr. Moffat. Whic h is th e reason  th at th e Comm unists were able 

in Indo ch ina to ca ptur e th e na tio na lis t mov ement which  they did not 
in a ny  othe r co un try  in  Sou the ast  Asia.

DESCR IPTION  OF HO C H I M IN H

Th e Chairm an . T o r et ur n to  H o a b it,  desc ribe  a  b it—you  said you  
fe lt you were  in the presence  of a gr ea t ma n—j us t fo r th e record , I  
am very curious my sel f—descr ibe a li ttl e mo re about him , your  im 
pressio ns abo ut him. Di d you hav e the same  fee ling of his  gr ea t 
curiosity an d his  exp ect ations of  fri en dship fo r the Uni ted State s?  
W ha t did  he say ?

Mr. Moffat. H e tal ke d abo ut the immedia te—h is des ire fo r fr ie nd 
ship wi th  the  U ni ted State s and fo r help. I t  w as ju st  n ot  t hat  typ e of  
con versat ion  where he tal ke d aro un d or  be  f ul l of  c uriosi ty.  He knew  
th at  I  ha d come fro m the St ate De pa rtm en t. I t seemed he was ho ping  
th at  I  wo uld  have some message f or  him and I  was m iserab le n ot  being  
able to say  anyth ing. Hi s quietne ss was, I  think , one o f t he  th ings  a nd  
I  don’t t hink  it was a  q uietness of ju st  being sick. I ha d a fee ling o f a 
qu iet  per sona lity th at was------

Mr. W hit e . Reflective.

H o ’s LETTERS TO U. S.  GOV ERNMEN T NOT  ACKNOWLEDGED

The Chairm an . Th e Pe ntag on  Pa pe rs  say th a t he addre sse d eigh t 
let ter s to  the  Governm ent of the  Un ite d State s an d the y were  nev er 
acknowledged. Do you know an ythi ng  about that  ?

Mr.  M offat. Yes, si r;  I  e xplained to Se na tor  P ercy  abo ut  tha t.
The C hairm an . I am s orry.
Mr. Moffat. Le tte rs  to the  Pr es iden t of  the Uni ted States  except  

fro m hea ds of sta te,  c er ta in ly  fro m somebody who is in opp osi tion to 
the  hea d of  s tat e of  a  fri en dly coun try , are  not ack now ledged  because 
as a m at te r of po licy , th e P resid en t ca n’t begin  enga gin g in  cor res pond
ence with people arou nd  the  wo rld ; an d th at  is ju st  a m at te r of in 
ternat iona l etiq uet te. They don’t get ackn owledged. I th in k if  we
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had, I think there would have been very, very severe repercussions— 
it would have been almost tantamount to recognition and tha t would 
have made—have meant a break with the French.

The Chairman. Have you ever seen the letters?
Mr. Moffat. Oh, yes.
The Chairman. What did they say? Can you summarize the  type  

of things  they said ?
Mr. Moffat. Very much the  same. Again, if I remember them, that  

he wanted American aid;  he hoped for American support in their  
nationa list struggle. They varied, I think, as I  recall. The one th at is 
mentioned in the—in your study, in your committee print , is the one 
where he really wanted us to throw the French off the Fa r Eastern 
Commission, which w’as, of course, far more than just an appeal for 
help.

The Chairman. Yes.
GEN ERA L GIA l’

Tell me, did you meet General Giap ?
Mr. Moffat. Oh, yes, several times.
The Chairman. Could you give us a brief comment about him?
Mr. Moffat. My memory of Giap was tha t—and I noticed in my 

diary  t ha t he was the firslt of  what I called the  typical Commie—the 
cartoon Commie tha t I  met; in other words, he was absolutely im
mobile as to face. He had no—I jus t couldn’t get  any reaction out of 
him a t all. So I just didn’t take to  him very much. I  just felt his sort 
of stoniness. On the other hand, I found a grea t many people who 
knew’ him, French and others, who really knew him—I met him only 
just  at  a cocktail par ty or reception or something, a couple of times— 
all liked him immensely. One reason that he was so very bit ter in this 
fighting was t ha t his wife had been killed by the French in one of 
the—at some stage—I don’t remember the details but I know’ tha t he 
added a personal equation to his other feelings.

The Chairman. Tha t is designed to do that.
Mr. White, did you meet Giap ?
Mr. White . Yes. I  thought he was the waiter.
[Laughter.]
He came and he stood quietly at one junc ture when I  was ta lking 

to Ho for a long time, and he was wearing sort of an open shirt and 
shorts which w as not particularly  unusual but i t was sort of the garb 
tha t the houseboys often w ore and i t wasn’t until later at  some point in 
the conversation tha t Ho turned to  him to c larify  himself on a point, 
tha t I realized that he wasn’t a waiter, but I found him—then subse
quently I was to encounter him two or three  times again and I  rather  
agree wi th Mr. Moffat’s appraisal, tha t he was not the outgoing type 
person that Ho was, and since he had some language problem we 
didn ’t find a way to converse easily-----

The Chairman. He didn’t speak English a t all ?
Mr. W hite. No, he didn 't speak Engli sh at all and my recollection 

was tha t he was much more comfortable in Vietnamese or Annamite, 
as the language  was called, then, than  he was in French,  so we just 
didn ’t ge t on.
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DID THE CHINES E RELEASE HO CH I M IN II  FROM PRISON?

Th e Chairm an . Th is  is v ery  in ter est ing .
One  o ther  t hi ng  you rem ind ed me o f : I  th in k I  recall  th at Ho Chi 

Minh was  in p ris on  in  Ch ina  whe n, a lon g in  1943 or 1944 an d th a t we o r 
someone insp ire d Ch ian g Ka i-s hek to  release him  in orde r to come 
down an d advise o ur  O S S ; is th a t co rre ct ?

Does ei ther  one of  you hav e any kno wledge  about th at , th at  h e ha d 
been in pri son, th e Chinese ha d ca ug ht  him , I  th ink,  in  Sh an gh ai  or  
some where and  pu t hi m in pr iso n, b ut  we had so me thing  to do w ith  ha v
ing  him  rele ased so he co uld come dow n and  be of ass istance  in opposing  
the J ap an es e; is t hat a c orr ect mem ory  or not?

Mr. Moffat. I don’t know , sir.
Th e C hairm an . Do you kn ow ?
Mr. W hit e. Mr . Ful br ig ht , t ha t has been  r eported . We  c ar rie d th at 

in a d isp atch  or  in  a c over  st ory a t t hat t ime—done on him  m any  years 
la te r, bu t t he  infe ren ce w as there was no way  we cou ld real ly conf irm 
it bu t t ha t is one o f t he  ve rsio ns or  one s tory  t hat has been  r eported .

Th e Chairm an . I  know  I  r ead it  somew here  a nd  w ond ered wh eth er 
you  knew an yt hi ng  about i t—he d id n’t ment ion  th at to  you ?

Mr. W hit e . No, he did  not.
Th e Chairm an . He  di dn ’t have  an ythi ng  fav orab le to  say  about 

the Chinese  ?

IMP RISONM ENT  AND DEATH OF HO CH I M IN H ’s SISTER

Mr. W hit e. N o, he did not . But  I  mu st confess, he  did  no t pa rade  
his perso nal sit ua tio ns  at  all.  Th e only  th ing,  the  one he real ly men
tioned in passi ng  was  the im priso nm ent an d subsequen t de ath  of  his  
si st er ; but  he d id n’t dw ell on  th a t ve ry much.  H e jus t sa id------

Th e C hairm an . He took  those  th ings  philo sophica lly , app aren tly  ?
Mr.  W hit e. A t le as t thr .t was the appear anc e.
Th e Chairm an . Appe ared  to be------
Mr.  W hit e. And  i t was, how ever, i t was dedica tion to  his sis ter  that  

I  he ard people who knew him , you  know, Fr en ch  peo ple  who ha d 
kno wn h im  befo re,  t ha t was  g iven as part  o f t he  reason  why he nev er 
marr ied .

Th e Chairm an . He was impriso ned by whom ? I  mean, his  sis ter  
was im pri son ed by whom  ?

Mr.  W hit e . By the  French .
Th e Chairm an . By th e F re nc h ?
Mr. W hit e. Yes.
Th e Chairm an . And  inc arc era ted  in th e cages ?
Mr.  W hit e. Yes.
Th e Chairm an . T hat  is no t des igned to endear the m,  either . Mr.  

Blum  says he resear che d th is  an d th at  the Chinese did  relea se Ho  
Chi Minh  in or de r to en lis t his  assi stance  in opposin g the Japa ne se  
in T on kin ; is th a t r ig ht ? W ith L u H an , I  thi nk .

Mr. W hit e. Yes.
PRESIDENT DIEM

Th e C hairman . Th ere  is one o ther  ch ara cte r. Di d ei ther  of you mee t 
. Pres iden t Die m ?

83-605 0— 73------14
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Mr. Moffat. No, si r; I  didn’t.
Mr. White. No, si r; I didn’t.
The Chairman. He came over here; he was in this country for a 

while. He had been a member of the French Provincia l Government. 
Had he not been the governor of one of the provinces ? I wondered if 
you could draw any comparison between Diem and Ho as individuals. 
But neithe r of you met Diem.

Mr. Moffat. No.
Mr. W hite . I do know something as a student of the subject mat

ter. He was a Maryknoll Brother, a lay brother, from the Catholic 
church. In  fact, as I recall, another one of hi9 bro thers was Arch
bishop of Vietnam. I believe he did come up throu gh the provincial 
administration bu t it  would have been as a French functionary.

The Chairman. Back in the thirties, something like tha t ?
Mr. White. Yes.

COM M EN DATI ON OF  W IT NESS ES

The Chairman. Anything else ? This has been extremely interesting. 
I ha te to impose on your time and keep you so late, but we don’t often 
run across anyone who has firsthand information about these historical 
events. I think  they are extremely impor tant if this country is ever 
to sort out its ideas and its prejudices and its misconceptions and be
gin to think  righ t about some of our relations. I t is hard to get this 
kind of materia l or to present it. I am sure you have presented it in 
Life magazine, but under circumstances, I  expect, which were not as 
ominous as they  are today. It  may be by bringing it out again tha t 
we could hopefully impress some people about and cause us to reflect 
upon our present policy as well as our past ones and our future ones.

You have been extremely kind to come here.
Do you have anything at all you would like to add ?
Mr. Moffat. I would like to just make one comment, if I  might, sir.
The Chairman. I would welcome any.

economic theory of u.s. movement into s.e. AS IA

Mr. Moffat. Yesterday there was a question, a discussion, on the 
economic theory of our movement into Southeast Asia, and a couple 
of clauses from one of my papers was read in support of th at theory. 
You will note from one of those tha t I read today there is a reference 
to the Open Door policy or in equivalent language. I favored the 
Open Door policy in Indochina and in all of these countries, I  th ink, 
just basically as part of the general, liberal policy that all of us had 
favored for many, many years, considering international trade as one 
of the big facets of peace. I don’t think  I ever thought in terms of 
seeking a place to put investments. I also felt tha t the Open Door 
policy would be very beneficial to the Vietnamese and to the people in 
those areas, who at tha t time were restricted very clearly to the 
French and had no opportunity  to do trade  with others.

The thi rd  th in g: I was concerned about Southeast Asia economically 
because it was the source of two raw materials that were of great im
portance to us, and we wanted to lie sure w’e would have the op
portunity to get them. One was tin ; the other which we now forget
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abo ut in la rg e part  was na tu ra l rub ber. At th at stag e, na tu ra l rubber 
was sti ll vi tal .

Sy nthe tic  rubb er was ju st  be ginn ing to come in and was sti ll only 
at  a n experim ental  stage. I  hope d ou r g ene ral poli cy wou ld he lp break 
down th e tin  and rubb er carte ls whi ch were  a severe ha nd icap  to 
Am erican  im po rts  of  needed raw  ma ter ial s. Al thou gh  I  have he ard 
of  people who  feel we sho uld  go int o thes e are as in orde r to make it  
poss ible fo r Am eri can  busin ess to invest,  ce rta in ly  th at  was the la st  
th in g I  th in k any  of  us were  thi nk in g abou t a t th at stage.

Th e Chairman . Th ere  was a differen ce of  view betw een the w it 
nesses yes ter day on  th is  point.

Mr. Moffat. I k now  there was, sir .
Th e C hairman . One gave  gr ea t em phasis.
Mr.  Moffat. I  ju st  wa nt  to say  t ha t was not the situa tion. Th e ob

ject ives  I  sta ted  ta lk in g abo ut the  Open Door were  t he re  fo r the rea
sons I  hav e giv en an d no o the r.

Th e Chairman . That  was ce rta in ly  one po in t of view, a nd  I  suppose 
it  is alw ays  an elem ent  in it,  bu t I  believe Pr ofessor Sch les ing er 
th ou gh t it  w as much more complex t ha n just be ing  economics, even as 
the do mi nant motive.

Do you have a ny  o ther  comm ent you care  to make, Mr. W hi te  ?
Mr. W hit e. No, Mr . Ch air man , I  don’t believe I do.

commendation  of witnesses

The C hairm an . We  ar e ce rta inly  i ndebt ed  to  both  o f you  gent lem en 
fo r com ing here.  I  know it  is a gr ea t burden to you and few peop le 
like  to  come before  a ny  comm ittee . W7e have  difficulty in ge tti ng  good 
witnesses, com petent  witnesses. You wou ld be su rpr ise d how many 
form er mem bers  of Gover nment  h ave  dec lined to  pa rt ic ipate in these 
hea rings,  espe cial ly those int im ate ly connected with these polic ies, so 
it is a gr ea t help to  h ave  you come. We  are  very  m uch obl iged to  you.

Tha nk  yo u very much . I f  you sho uld  have  an y commen ts th a t occu r 
to you, we wou ld welcome any  com ment;  you  can  wr ite  us.

commendation of staff work

Mr.  W hit e. I  wou ld like  to  say  I  com mend th e co mmittee  on its  staff 
wor k in its  ha nd lin g of  th is  he ar ing and the repo rts  t h a t hav e gone  
forth .

Th e Chairm an . I  know the  sta ff appre cia tes  th at and tho se of  us 
who h elped select  them ap pre cia te it. W e don’t have  many  com pliments  
of  th at  kind. Tha nk  you very  much.

(W hereu pon, at  12 :50 p.m., the hear ing was  ad jou rned , to  recon
vene sub jec t to  t he  call  of  the  c ha ir. )
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THE ESSENTIAL DOMINO:
AMERICAN POLITICS AND VIETNAM

By  Leslie H . Gelb

AS  He nry Kissinger has writte n, pub lic  support  is “the acid 
test of a foreign  poli cy.” Fo r a Pre sid ent to be successful 

-L ^ i n  main tainin g his n ation’s security  he needs to believe, and 
others need to believe, tha t he has solid  sup port at home. It  was 
Pre sident  Johnson’s judgme nt tha t i f the Un ited States permitte d 
the fal l of Vie tnam to communism, Am erican  pol itics  would turn 
ugly  and inw ard  and the  world  would  be a less safe place in wh ich  
to live. La ter , Presiden t Nixo n would  decla re:  “The  rig ht  way 
out  of Vie tnam is crucial to our chang ing  role in the wo rld , and 
the peace in the wo rld .” In  orde r to gain  support  f or  these judg 
ments and the objectives in Vie tnam which  flowed from them, our  
Presidents have  had  to weave tog eth er the stee l-of -war stra tegy  
with the strands of domestic poli tics.

Nei th er  the Am eric ans  nor the Vietnam ese communists had  
good odds  for a tradi tio na l mi lit ary  vic tory  in Vie tnam . Give n 
the mu tua l wi ll to cont inue  the wa r and self- imposed  Am erican  
res tra int  in the  use of force,  stalemate was the most like ly ou t
come.

Th is  common percep tion  ha d a cr itic al impac t on the strat egies 
of b oth sides. It  meant tha t the “w inne r” w ould be the one whose 
wil l to pers ist gave out first. Han oi ’s wil l, because  of the nat ure  
of its governm ent,  society and economy, and because  the Nor th  
Vietnamese were figh ting  in and for their  country , was firm er 
by fa r than Wash ing ton ’s. Wash ing ton ’s wil l, because of the 
vagaries of Am erican  poli tics  and the  wid esp read disl ike  of in
term ina ble  and ind ete rmina te Asian land wars, presented an in
vit ing  targ et. Fo r both  sides, then , U.S.  domestic  pol itics— 
pub lic support  and opposit ion to the  wa r—was to be the key 
stress point .

Am erican  public opinion was the essent ial domino. Our  lea d
ers knew it. Han oi ’s le aders knew  it. Each geared its stra tegy — 
both the rhe tor ic and the conduc t of the wa r—to this fact.

Ha noi  ado pted  wh at seems to have been a two -pro nged str at
egy to cause U .S. wi thd raw al from Vie tnam by p lay ing  on A mer
ican domestic  polit ics. Th e first aim was to try  to convince 
Am eric ans  th at unless U .S. forces  withdre w,  the k ill ing of Amer-
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icans would never end. Hanoi’s leaders seemed to have hoped 
that as the war dragged on, Americans would come to see a hope
less portrait of corrupt Saigon leadership and an ineffective 
South Vietnamese army. At the same time, Hanoi would seek to 
demonstrate a willingness to match force with force at ever-in- 
creasing levels. If  the American public, or significant minorities 
of the public, could be convinced of these factors, continuation 
of the war  by the U.S. leadership would become bad politics.

The second aim of Hanoi’s strategy, as I imagine it, was to 
provide a face-saving exit for American leaders. It  would not be 
enough—indeed, it might be dangerous from Hanoi’s view—to 
leave official Washington in a situation where withdrawal could 
only mean defeat. Th at might lead to unlimited escalation of the 
war. American leaders had to be assured that withdrawal could 
take place without  severe withdrawal symptoms. From time to 
time, Hanoi offered settlement packages that were not without 
appeal. These proposals, however, did not appeal to our leaders 
because they were not looking for a face-saving way out, but for 
a noncommunist South Vietnam.

Perhaps  the surest sign that Hanoi’s strategy made sense was 
that our own leaders also believed that American politics was 
the Achilles heel.

Officials rarely write memos with any explicit reference to 
domestic affairs, and seldom even talk about them except to 
friends and newspapermen off-the-record. The unfounded but 
nevertheless potent myth about politics stopping at the water ’s 
edge creates great pressure to keep one’s mouth shut, to think and 
speak of foreign affairs as if it were something sacred. After all, 
foreign policy deals with the security of our nation, and this is 
no subject for narrow political advantage. President Trum an 
once told a State Department official who dared to speak di
rectly on the subject that he should not tell him about domestic 
problems, but about “what is right .”

The public literature emanating from the inner circles is 
nearly silent on the connections between foreign policy and do
mestic politics. And officials are almost as wary of talking  about 
domestic politics as they are of writing on the subject. We get 
glimpses of those few instances in odd ways. For example, the 
point of Kenneth O ’Donnell’s article in the August 7, 1970 issue 
of Lif e is to assure us that President Kennedy was waiting for the 
right moment to pull out of Vietnam. That right moment for
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Presi dent Kenn edy, O ’Donnel l decla res, was af ter  the 1964 
pre sid entia l elections when the  issue could no longer  be used 
against  him . O r, we h ear f rom  close  associates of Presi dent Jo hn 
son tha t on a few occasions  he would  guard edly talk on the sub
ject. La ter , in his mem oirs,  he w rote:

. . .  I knew our people well enough to realize tha t if we walked away  
from  Vietnam and let Southeast Asia  fal l, there would follow a divisive and 
destructiv e debate in our country. . . .  A divisive debate about “who lost Viet
nam” would be, in my judgment, even more destruct ive to our national  life 
than  the argum ent over  China had been. . . . Our allie s . . . throu ghou t the 
world would conclude tha t our word was wor th little  or nothing . . .  Moscow 
and Peking]  could not resist the opportunity to expand thei r contro l into the 
vacuum of power. . . . With Moscow and Peking . . . moving forward,  we 
would retu rn to a world role to prevent thei r full takeover of Europe,  Asia, 
and the Middle East—afte r they had committed themselves.

Few  wi ll deny that wh at ou r Pre sident s chose to do or chose 
not to do in Vie tnam was very much tied to domestic  politics. 
Yet, the myth is potent, and official silence  on the subject pre
vails. Pre sident s suffer because the connections between foreign 
and domestic  affairs, wh ile  ta lked about priv ate ly, are not trea ted  
in a systematic  way. So fa r as one knows, cri tical assumptions 
about wh at wi ll or wi ll not ga rner  po pu lar  supp ort are  lef t un 
cha llen ged . Fo r exam ple,  now here in the executive bra nch  of 
gov ernment did  one feel free  to do a paper wh ich  said  “Here is 
how the right- wing  could be con tain ed if we acce pted  Han oi ’s 
best offer.” In  this way the Presi dent is supposed  to “keep his 
options open. ” As was the case in Vie tnam , however , he may 
succeed in tra pp ing himself . An othe r cost of this silence is tha t 
analys ts try ing to piece  decisions back  togeth er for his tory  are 
lef t wi thou t evidence.

Academic ians  and public-o pin ion  experts  have  helpe d to pe r
petuate the myth in thei r own way by “dem onstrating” tha t fo r
eign pol icy simp ly is not  a sal ien t issue to the voter  and tha t 
wh ate ver the Pre sid ent says and  does goes. Pre sident s have, I 
think,  known better . Cit izens may  no t single out  natio nal  secu rity 
affa irs as the  basis for  th eir  votes—a lthoug h war  an d peace issues 
often are so men tion ed— but the security area  inevita bly  plays an 
im po rta nt  pa rt in determinin g their  ove ral l impress ion of how 
the  Pres iden t is d oing his job. Mo reo ver , com mun icat ions lea d
ers and  “e lites” judge the Pres iden t’s per formance  wi th reg ard  
to nat ion al security, and the mood which  they  convey to the 
public affects pub lic app raisals of the man in the W hi te  House.
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11
On the surface, it seemed that our Presidents should have no 

special problems about U.S. goals in Vietnam. While  no one 
presumed that Asian land wars were popular, there was evident 
general acceptance of U.S. worldwide security responsibilities 
among the public, press and Congress. And yet, problems did 
arise.

One problem grew out of how to talk publicly about U.S. goals 
without tying our hands in Saigon and in negotiations. In Na
tional Security Action Memorandum 52 of May 11, 1961, Presi 
dent Kennedy approved the objective of “ prevent(ing) Commu
nist domination of South Vietnam.” In NSAM  288 of March 17, 
1964, President  Johnson’s objective was defined as “an inde
pendent non-Communist South Vietnam.” But our leaders did 
not choose to use this language when talking to the American 
people. Public  statements of goals came closest to the private 
formulations in phrases like “stopping aggression.” The classi
fied language of the N S AMs was apparently deemed too nega
tive and not in line with the American tradition. Something 
positive and more in keeping with American mythology was 
required, and so the public goals became “self-determination,” 
“free elections,” and “permitting the South Vietnamese freely to 
determine their own future.”

As a practical matter, self-determination language tended to 
commit Washington to the existing Saigon government—perhaps 
to a greater extent than even those who backed that regime de
sired. Washington’s representatives in Saigon made much of the 
necessity and virtue of holding elections. Elections, so Saigon’s 
leaders were told, would help to sell the war to the American 
people. When Saigon’s leaders obliged, held elections and pre
dictably won them, Washington found itself confronted with a 
government that had become “legitimate.” And this legitimacy 
conferred upon the winners increased bargaining strength. The 
Thieu and Ky power groups were thereby better able to resist 
pressures for reform. Legitimacy in American eyes also invested 
their regime with an enhanced voice in negotiations. As an ally, 
Saigon had the right to consultations. As a legitimate govern
ment, Saigon expected and received the right to approve the 
beginning of negotiations and the terms of settlement. As a con
sequence, attaining a settlement that did not ensure the perpetua
tion of the incumbent Saigon regime became highly improbable.
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Although it must be said that many Washington policy-makers 
were not troubled by these problems, there were also many who 
both shared official aims and wanted reform and flexibility. 
These people found themselves without leverage.

A second problem was how to talk publicly about goals wi th
out unleashing pressures for the unlimited use of force. While 
the objective of a noncommunist South Vietnam was specific, 
our leaders did not want to employ maximum force to achieve it. 
President  Johnson prohibited use of U.S. ground and air forces 
in Cambodia, ground forces in Laos, invasion of North  Vietnam; 
he also restricted air power in the North . He did not want to 
risk a wider war and he sought to minimize civilian casualties. 
But unlimited ends, in time, are bound to lead to a call for un
limited means and the possibility always existed that popular 
frustration or passion would bring about irresistible demands to 
make means consistent with ends.

A third  problem developed in 1966 as the ends of the war 
themselves came into question. From this point on, President 
Johnson was faced with a delicate choice. On the one hand, he 
could have chosen to wave the “bloody flag” and infuse the war 
with popular  emotion. This, in the President’s estimation, would 
have lit right-wing fires to win the war, thus eroding barriers 
against the all-out use of force. And once these barriers  were torn 
down, so Lyndon Johnson apparently reasoned, right-wing de
mands could not be controlled. Such a strategy also would have 
been incompatible with the President’s political style, which 
emphasized consensus above all. On the other hand, he could run 
parallel to this line by challenging his critics with innuendo and 
with the argument that fighting locally in Vietnam was prevent
ing the outbreak of large-scale aggression elsewhere. President 
Johnson picked this course. Instead of insinuating that his critics 
were traitors or communists, he called them “nervous Nellies” 
and “ prophets of gloom and doom.” Instead of holding parades 
down Pennsylvania Avenue, he held award ceremonies in the 
Oval Office. As the war dragged on, however, none of this was 
sufficient to quell the growing opposition.

I l l

The fact that the war was dragging on related in part to the 
historical roots of the conflict in Vietnam and to the means which 
Presidents Kennedy and Johnson chose to fight it. Gradual esca-
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lation was the chosen strategy for fighting the war. This fitted 
in inte llectually with the Kennedy-Johnson military doctrine of 
flexible and controlled response. In Vietnam, it meant a “slow 
squeeze” bombing policy for North  Vietnam and an attrition 
policy for South Vietnam. Decisions about means, however, were 
based upon judgments about  both the least risky way to fight the 
war and the best way to maintain public  support at home.

The constraints which domestic politics imposed on the air 
war against the North were aimed at minimizing civilian casu
alties and the loss of pilots. T his meant avoiding key popula
tion centers and other highly defended areas. Such constraints 
were reinforced by diplomatic  judgments which sought to mini
mize the risk of confronta tion wi th China and Russia. (All this, 
however, did not prevent the bombing of most fixed targets and 
the dropp ing of more explosive tonnage than in all World  
War II .) The strategic decision to bomb in a gradual  but rising 
pattern (Roll ing Thunder) rather  than a simultaneous whole 
system campaign (the Join t Chiefs of Staff [JC S] eight-week 
plan) was probably made on diplomatic grounds.

It is also true that  the bombing itself became a salient political 
issue as pressures to begin negotiations increased. While  Amer
ican right-wing and governmental leaders kept insisting on ma
jor concessions for stopping the bombing, doves argued that it 
should be stopped only in return for Hanoi’s promise to begin 
talks. Whether and on what terms to stop the bombing emerged 
as the most symbolic political issue of the war  in 1967 and 1968.

Domestic politics imposed a dominant constraint on the size 
and development of the ground war in the South as well. As 
many U.S. servicemen as possible could be sent to Vietnam as 
quickly as possible for short terms of service, subject only to a 
presidential prohibition against calling up the Reserves. In 
accordance with established military procedure, U.S. force pos
ture was designed to expand by means of Active Reserve and N a
tional Guard  call-ups. But to do so would be to disrupt lives of 
many American families. Because the President  did not want to 
incur this pol itical liability, he chose to deplete and weaken U.S. 
forces stationed in Europe and America and to increase draf t 
calls. The burden fell on the young and the poor; for this and 
other reasons, political opposition to the war tended to congeal 
around these groups and their legislative allies. Not until March 
1968 did the JCS and their political allies outside the govern-
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mcnt succeed in forcing the Pres ident’s hand on the Reserve issue, 
and then he acceded only to a 25,000-man call-up.

If, after 1965, force decisions called for the maximum pos
sible, given domestic and diplomatic constraints, domestic poli
tics dictated the minimum  necessary disruption of American life. 
This was the case not only with respect to Reserve call-ups, but 
with respect to the economics of the war. President Johnson 
wanted guns and butter. He did not inform his chief economic 
advisers of the fall 1965 decision to achieve a force level of 175,- 
000 men. He resisted pressures for increased taxes throughout 
1966. Finally, in late 1967, he asked for a ten percent surtax, but  
this fell far short of paying for the mounting costs of the war. 
Moreover, he refused to let congressional leaders call it a war 
tax. Short-run prosperity was purchased at the price of long-run 
inflation.

Domestic politics also impelled the leaders of the Johnson ad
ministration to become fire-fighters. Actions in Vietnam, if not 
dictated, were often shaped by daily criticisms at home. The 
many false starts on the pacification program came in response 
to charges by legislators and journalists that Johnson was not 
doing enough about “ the o ther war.” If legislators insisted that 
Saigon’s forces do more of the fighting, willy-nilly, the size of 
those forces was increased. No matter that the issue was quality, 
not size. Size could be fixed faster. And so it was with many 
other issues as the Administra tion sought vainly to paper over 
critical television reports and front-page news stories with short- 
run solutions.

But short-term fixes and a policy of not demanding domestic 
sacrifices were not enough. The President also had to manipulate 
time horizons carefully. Just as Hanoi  tried to portray the war 
as never-ending, Washington had to feed the impression of near- 
term winnabi lity. The public would not stand for gradualism if 
it promised only open-ended fighting with continued U.S. fatal
ities. Thus was born the policy of controlled optimism. Pressure 
from the White House was felt throughout the government, into 
the field, down to the very bottom of the command structure. 
Show progress politically and militar ily! Visitors to the Oval 
Office would be trea ted to a look at President Johnson pulling 
Ambassador Lodge’s or Ambassador Bunker’s “weekly nodis” 
cable out of his inside jacket pocket and hearing how things were 
getting better. Pointed questions about when the war would end
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were side-stepped if possible. Only if answers had to be provided 
would the truth  be admitted. (Fortunately  for Administra tion 
strategy, the news media made little of these isolated revelations.) 
Admitt ing to the public that the war would take time, officials 
seemed to have reasoned, would play into Hanoi’s hands. So, 

* whenever possible, the Administra tion assured the public of u lti
mate success. Some officials were allowed to climb out on a limb 
and p redict imminent victory. Others volunteered their genuine 

> optimism. The  net effect was to lead the public to think  that the
end was near. But the dilemma of this strategy could not have 
been lost on our leaders. Optimism without results would only 
work for so long; afte r that, it would produce the credibil ity gap. 

IV

Behind the fall into the credibi lity gap and beyond the Presi 
dent’s domestic strategy, there resided a vital and unquestioned 
assumption—that America was basically hawkish and that the 
forces of conservatism, if not reaction, would always prevail over 
the liberal groups. This assumption probably underpinned Pres
ident Kennedy’s remarks to Kenneth O’Donnell and Senator 
Mansfield in 1963 that he was waiting until after the next elec
tion before changing direction in Vietnam. In the ensuing years, 
President Johnson occasionally lectured reporters and his own 
aides on the politics of the war. H e is supposed to have told them 
that they were worrying about the wrong domestic opposition. 
They were worrying, so the stories ran, about the liberals and 
the doves, but the real problem was the conservatives. They  had 
“done in” President  Truman over China. They still held the 
reins of power in the congressional committees. They were the 
difference between the success and failure of Great Society leg
islation. And waiting  in the wings was latent right-wing Mc- 
Carthyism, threatening to strike at all that liberals held dear if a 
President of the United States ever lost a war. Although none of 
these stories can be taken at face value, the point is there—the 
nation, in the opinion of our leaders, would not tolerate the loss of 
a “free” country to communism.

Were Presidents Kennedy and Johnson correct in their esti
mation of American politics as essentially conservative? Was the 
strategy of gradualism consistent with these assumptions? And 
was this strategy the best way of convincing Hanoi that they 
had the public support  necessary to stay the course in Vietnam?
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The evidence on the first question is mixed. For the assump
tion that  U.S. politics were essentially conservative, we have the 
facts that : professional politicians widely held this view; con
servatives did influence the Congress disproportionately to their 
numbers; President Truman did suffer because of China and 
Korea; public opinion polls from 1954 until a year ago did show 
a majority of Americans against losing South Vietnam to com
munism. Against this assumption, we have the facts that:  the 
alternatives in many of the Vietnam polls (unilateral withdrawal 
or annihilation of the enemy) gave the respondent little choice; 
other polls showed a majority against losing to communism, but 
also showed a majority against using U.S. forces to accomplish 
this; polls on foreign affairs strongly tend to follow the presi
dential lead; the President’s overall popularity  was dropping in 
the polls; and the majority of Americans eventually did turn 
against the war, or at least against fighting at any sizable cost in 
lives and dollars.

Perhaps the answer is that our Presidents were right about the 
conservative thrust of American politics until March  1968, and 
that it took the experience of the Vietnam W ar to deflate public 
passions about losing countries to communism.

The  answer to the second question—did the strategy of grad
ualism fit the assumption of hawkishness?—is yes, but more than 
that as well. On the surface, the strategy was directed toward 
the right wing. As the war went on, gradualism did become the 
functional equivalent of escalation. And escalation, in turn, was 
supposed to meet not only the increasing military needs in the 
field, but appease the hawks at home as well. Yet, the right wing 
was not satisfied. They always wanted much more than Johnson 
would give. And the President  must have known that  this would 
be the case, for his strategy was much more complex than a 
simple effort to placate the Right.

On a deeper level, gradualism was designed to control both 
the Right  and the Left. With  respect to the management of the 
domestic aspects of the war, it rested implicitly on the belief that 
asking the public to swallow the war whole would backfire, 
leading to irresistible pressures either to win or get out. It was 
the product of the old consensus game. The  key was to stake out 
the middle ground. Everyone was to be given the illusion that the 
war would soon be over. The Right was to be given escalation. 
The Left was to be given occasional peace overtures. The  middle
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would  not be asked to pay for  the war. Th e Ri gh t wou ld be as
sured  tha t Sou th Vie tnam would  not be lost. Th e Le ft wou ld be 
frigh ten ed  into submission  by the specter of McC arthy ism . But 
the key to the whole  stra tegy  was phas ing.

The  r ight -w ing reaction was the ult imate  nightm are . Th is was 
to be for estalled and the hawks con trol led  by not losing , by esca
lat ing  a nd by pro mising vic tory . But  given these par am ete rs the 
immedia te pro blem was to keep  the doves, the libe rals  and the 
Le ft in line.

In  the sho rt run,  Presi dent Johnson was more w ary  of the Le ft 
than of the Righ t. Th e McC arthyi te nig htm are  mi gh t come to 
pass i f the Un ited States  lost Vie tnam . But  it could hap pen  only 
if the doves and the Le ft first gained  the ascendancy, only if their  
opp osi tion  to the  war  spread  to the middle and across to the 
Right. Th e Le ft and the libera ls were the only ones who  would  
ope nly  press for wi thd raw al,  for  “losing .” Th e Ri gh t would  be 
unhap py,  dis gru ntl ed , but  they  would  never press the  case for  
wi thdraw al to the public. Th e Le ft and the doves would —and, 
to a large  exten t, they  prevai led .

V

All this raises the final question—was  the Pres iden t’s stra tegy  
the best way of  making H anoi believe that U.S.  Pre sident s would  
be able to c ont inue the wa r until N or th  V ietnam  qu it?  My guess 
is that Han oi ’s l eaders not only  were  conf ident  they  co uld out las t 
gra duali sm  in the  field, but also were aware tha t such a stra tegy  
was a sign of the domestic  politi cal  weakness of ou r Preside nts.

Th e “slow-sq ueeze” appro ach showed Ha no i two things. On 
the one ha nd, it signaled tha t Ame rica could  a lways  do more m ili 
tar ily , wh ile  on the other, it reve aled  tha t the Presi dent would  
not do all that was necessary to win. A step-by-s tep stra tegy of 
thr ea t can sp rin g either from conviction or  endemic weakness. 
U.S.  pol icy toward  V ietnam  s pra ng from both . M an ipulati on  by 
force or “co mpelle nce ” had  gre at app eal  as a war  stra tegy . But 
wi th each pass ing year of war  the domestic  politi cal  posi tion of 
the Presi dent gre w weaker.

Ov er time, the use of thre ats  could not hide the  Pres iden t’s 
fea r that the ful fillme nt of his threat s would  be as costly  to the 
Un ited States  as to Nor th  Vie tnam . Go ing  all- out  to win  ap pa r
ently  presented Presi dent Joh nso n wi th a double nig htm are . If  
the public went along, it mi gh t portend w ar wi th China  or Rus-
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sia and a garrison state at home. If  the public balked and wanted 
to “bug out,” a McCarthyite reaction might ensue. And yet, 
going less than all-out would not be enough to win milita rily— 
at least for many years. Only by accepting the risks of using 
maximum force and only by asking for domestic sacrifices could 
President Johnson have convinced Hanoi that the United States 
had crossed the threshold from a policy of questionable persis
tence to a war of no return, and that the American commitment 
to the war  was irrevocable.

Thus, President Johnson’s dilemma was stark. He would not 
try maximum force to win, because that would risk World 
War II I.  He would not replay Vietnam as China 1949, lose it 
and take the case to the public, because that would risk another 
round of McCarthyism. He would, as a last resort, replay Viet
nam as Korea, hoping to outlast the other side and getting them 
to agree to stay on their  side of the line—and risk wearing down 
his nation and countrymen.

President  Johnson could look back at the Korean Wa r and 
think it was bad, but not as bad as losing China. Harry  Truman 
was roundly attacked for his self-rest raint in fighting the Korean 
War—and yet, most Americans saw it as a courageous decision, 
and the history books were filled with praise for the beleagured 
President. China ruined President Truman. That is, it ruined 
him politically at that time—and its “loss” did  ignite McCarthy
ism. But in the perspective of those very same history books, 
President Truman’s decision to back away from the corrupt  
regime of Chiang and accept the tide of Mao was hailed as his 
most courageous and wisest hour. Lyndon Johnson did not see it 
that way. He would continue with middle-course actions in Viet
nam, playing off Left and Righ t against one another at home. This 
strategy satisfied neither hawks nor doves; nor did it face down 
the Nor th Vietnamese. The costs were staggering and are still 
incalculable—as are the costs of what might have been had the 
United States withdrawn or gone “all-out.” And yet, President 
Johnson played his hand well enough to prevent the essential 
domino from falling and to persist in his policy.

VI

On Ja nuary 25, 1972, President  Nixon publicly revealed two 
peace proposals which Henry  Kissinger had made secretly to 
Hanoi. One proposal dealt with  an overall settlement, including



219

470 F O R E IG N  A FFA IR S

free  elections “run by an ind epe nde nt body rep resent ing  all po
litical  forces  in South Vietn am ,” with int ern ational supervision , 
and wi th Pres iden t T hieu  stepping  down from office prio r to the 
vote. Th e second prop osal , a mi lit ary  settlement carved  out from 
the ove rall  sett leme nt, offered “a tota l wi thdraw al from South 
Vie tnam of all U.S.  forces  and oth er foreign forces . . . wi thin 
six months” pro vid ed tha t Ha no i agree to a phased return  of 
U.S. prisone rs of wa r and an Ind ochin a-w ide  ceasefi re “imple
ment (ing) the pri nc iple tha t all arm ed forces  of the countries of 
Indoch ina  must  rem ain wi thin their  nat ional fro nti ers .” Certa in 
ambiguiti es in these prop osal s wi th resp ect to the powers of the 
electoral commission , the tim ing  of the mu tua l wi thd raw al,  fu 
ture U.S . mili tar y aid to Saigon, and the pha sing of a se ttlem ent, 
could ind ica te a new Am erican flexibi lity- Stil l, the Presi dent did  
make  cle ar that Ha no i had ignored and, in effect, had  found 
both  packages  una cceptable . Ha noi has long opposed both  elec
tions c ont rol led  by other th an a coalit ion  gove rnm ent  and a cease
fire -mutual wi thdraw al as too risky  for  its supporters  in South 
Vie tnam . Yet, A me ricans  were bound to see the Pres iden t’s offers 
as reasonable , as a fa ir comprom ise. Th e Presi dent did  manage 
to qu iet  Vietn am c ritics.

But  the his tory  of po pu lar  and pol itic al reac tion  to pre sid en
tial peace ove rtures  is fi lled with peaks and valleys. Both Jo hn 
son and Nixon have  been able  to gain renew ed supp ort in the 
short run only  to lose it as th ei r prop osal s prov ed non-neg otia ble  
and as the rea litie s of the war  again reassert themselves.  As 
Am erican  troop levels decline , U.S.  ba rga ining  pow er eva po
rates. W hi le  a good case can be mad e tha t either of the “new” 
offers are  in Han oi ’s inte rest  to accept, Ha noi seems like ly to 
continue to reje ct them. The ir  aim app ear s to be not only  w ith 
dra wal of the di rect U.S. mili tar y presence, but  the cessation of 
all milit ary  assistance to the Saigon regim e, inc lud ing  nava l and 
air  s upport from beyond Indoch ina  itself.  At  this time, the odds  
are they wil l settle  for nothing less. Th e wa r wi ll go on. And 
because the poli tics  of the wa r are so f rag ile , it still  behooves us 
to take a c loser look at where  we stand on Vie tnam in Am erica.

Pre sid ent Nixon has defined the U.S.  objective  in Vie tnam in 
the same overall terms as did  Presi dent Johnson. In  his Fe brua ry  
25, 1971, “F oreig n Policy Re po rt, ” Presi dent Nixo n affirmed 
tha t wi th respect to both negotia tions and Vietn am iza tion, “W e 
seek the oppo rtu ni ty  for  the Sou th Vietnam ese people  to deter-
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mine their  own political future  without outside interference.” 
With the invasion of Laos and with ever-receding possibilities 
for a negotiated settlement, the goal of Vietnamization was clar i
fied to mean “providing a reasonable chance for the South Viet
namese to defend themselves.” Some were led to believe that this 
meant American forces would be totally withdrawn with the 
President hoping for a “decent interva l” to elapse after that full 
withdrawal and before a communist takeover, so that our respon
sibility for the collapse of the Saigon government would be d i
minished. Others interpreted it as merely an indication that we 
are progressively turning  over the fighting to the Saigon govern
ment. Still others saw it as the old objective of “an independent 
noncommunist South Vietnam” and as a way of preserving the 
Thieu regime. Dressed in new, moderate words because the war 
itself is being deeply questioned, the Nixon goal has occasioned 
more controversy than President  Johnson’s. But it has also af
forded the President the flexibility necessary for troop reduc
tions.

By May 1972, the U.S. troop ceiling in Vietnam will be 69,000 
men. And the President has promised another troop withdrawal 
announcement before that  time. If Hanoi continues to reject the 
Nixon peace proposals, Vietnamization will result in the main
tenance of two American residual forces as long as is necessary: 
one in Vietnam providing essentially logistical support, and the 
other (not counted as part of the force ceiling) in Tha iland  and 
on carriers off the Vietnamese shore providing air power. I t cer
tainly includes continuing economic and military assistance to 
Saigon at close to $2 billion per year as well.

The  Vietnamization policy has produced a different domestic 
political problem than President Johnson’s policy of escalation. 
For President Johnson, the problem was how many troops could 
be put into Vietnam and profitably employed despite tenuous 
domestic support. For President Nixon, the problem has been 
how few troops can be wi thdrawn while maintaining a military 
balance in Vietnam but still assuaging the growing domestic 
opposition.

The issue for both Presidents was how to balance military risks 
in the field with conflicting political risks at home. President 
Johnson, who was not faced with serious domestic opposition to 
the war until March 1968, took few risks with the situation in 
Vietnam. After opinion turned against the war, President John-
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son paid for this e ar lie r decision  with the loss of po liti cal  strength. 
Presi dent Ni xo n has been assu ming risks on both  scales. He has 
taken chances wi th po pu lar supp ort by orde rin g the invas ions of 
Cambodia and Laos  and the  “p rotect ive  rea ctio n” bom bing 
strike s a gainst  N or th  Vie tnam . Bu t he  has also run  risks in South 
Vie tnam by r educ ing  forces fas ter  than  the U.S. mili tar y deemed 
safe. T he  combinatio n of moves has led to a reduct ion  in Amer i
can dea ths and casualt ies (fr om  ove r 500 per week  in 1968 to 
about 50 per week at the begin nin g of 1972) and costs (from  
about $25 bil lion in 1968 to abo ut $7 b illi on  for  1972). The  mili 
tary situ atio n has rem ained stab le in Vie tnam. Fo r the Pr es i
dent’s purpo ses,  h is s trat egy  has  been an ap pa rent  success at home 
and in Vietn am — at least  in the  wa ke of his J an ua ry  25th speech.

On one level,  Presi dent Nixon  seems to have  succeeded  in 
ne ut ra liz ing Vietn am  as a pri me  issue in the for thc om ing  N o
vem ber  ele ction. As Secre tary o f Defense Melv in La ird  said in a 
telev ision  inter view : “T he  A me rican  people  under stand the dif 
ference between addit ion  and subtr action.” U.S. troo ps have  been 
wi thdraw n from Vie tnam on schedule and even ahead of the 
schedule  of pre sid entia l announcements. The  wind ing down of 
the wa r and the steep  drop  in Am eri can casualtie s, acc ord ing  to 
this view, have  defused the opposit ion.

VII

Po lit ica l pundits have  observed  wh at was the re for all of us 
to see—the gen era l sub siding of active cri tic ism  of the  Pr es i
dent’s Vie tnam policy. Such  cri tic ism  no longer  dom ina ted  the 
news media  in the  w eek pre cedin g Nixon ’s C hin a visit.  Because 
they seemed to illus tra te the consequences of the Pr es iden t’s po l
icy, the invasion of Camb odi a and the subsequent tragedy  at 
Ken t State in 1970 pro bab ly represented the  hig h po int  of op 
position. But  a c urio us phenom enon develop ed the rea fte r. W hi le  
opposit ion to the war  widened  thr ou gh ou t the Un ite d States, the 
gro up of active crit ics  seem ingly nar row ed to the  politi ca l Left. 
Mo re Am erican s were aga inst the war, bu t few er were doing  
any thing about thei r beliefs. Pres iden t Nixon reaped  anoth er 
politi cal  benef it fro m Camb odi a— it defused  rig ht- wing  cr it i
cism of wa r policy. Conservatives seemed gra tifi ed that this  
sanctuary  fina lly had  been invaded and pleased by the subse
quent U.S. troop reductions.  U nli ke  Joh nson, Nixon did  not have  
to w orry abo ut his rig ht  flank fro m this point  on.
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While questioning of the war by Congressmen and Senators 
became more widespread, and while amendments were passed 
which placed limits on U.S. involvement in Cambodia and Laos, 
the McGovern-Hatfield  Amendment to set a deadline for with 
drawal of all American forces failed by a larger  vote in 1971 
than in 1970. The political thrust of congressional opposition did *
not succeed in compelling the President to accept total with 
drawal by a certain date in exchange for POWs only, but it d id 
succeed in making escalation of the war more improbable and in «
hastening troop reductions. In other words, congressional opposi
tion to the war increased, but legislators still showed themselves 
ready to follow the Presiden t’s lead as long as U.S. troops were 
being withdrawn, U.S. casualties were being reduced and as long 
as it looked as if Vietnamization was working.

On a different level, however, Vietnam seems to remain a ma
jor political issue. An October 1971 Gallup report ranked Viet
nam right behind economic problems and well ahead of crime, 
race, poverty and other matters on the list of “the most important  
problems facing this country today.” One Harr is poll showed 
that a majority of the American people believed that the war in 
Vietnam was immoral. A February 1971 Gallup  poll found that 
61 percent believed that the war was a mistake while only 28 
percent felt  that it was not. More revealing are the responses in 
Gallup’s August 1971 report where it was asked: “Suppose one 
candidate for Congress . . . said that he favors gett ing all U.S. 
armed forces out of Vietnam by July  1 of next year, and he is op
posed by a candidate who says we must leave about 50,000 troops 
there to help the South Vietnamese. Other  things being equal, 
which candidate would you prefe r?” Sixty-one percent favored 
complete withdrawl, while 28 percent wanted to leave troops and 
11 percent had no opinion. More importantly for President 
Nixon, Gallup  claimed in his June 1971 report that the Presi
dent faces a “giant-size credibili ty gap on Vietnam.” In response 
to the question: “Do you think that the Nixon administration is 
or is not telling the publ ic all they should know about the Viet
nam war?,” 24 percent said “is” and 67 percent said “is not.” And 
despite the President’s promises to end the war, 51 percent of the 
respondents believed that the war will  last two years or more, or 
never end. At bottom, President Nixo n’s c redibility gap has the 
same sources as President Johnson’s—promises of an end to a war 
that does not end.
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The results of these polls notwithstanding, critics of the war 
themselves seem to believe that the President has captured the 
electoral high ground. Most of these critics have switched the 
terms of their  attack from arguing that the President’s policy 
will not work to a rguing that it is immoral and will only per
petuate the war and the consequences of the war. This tacit con
cession to the progress of Vietnamization and to the political 
success of the President’s latest peace proposal at once evokes 
the true feelings of the critics and their political weakness. T hei r 
moral argument assumes a strong public interest in Vietnam, but 
in reality it seems to be that while the American public is in
creasingly opposed to the war, the majority really does not want 
to hear about it. Moreover, if the plight of people in Biafra and 
more recently in Bangladesh—to say nothing of the My Lai mas
sacres—did not touch the moral sensitivity of even a f raction of 
Americans, it is doubtful  that the specter of Vietnamese ki lling 
Vietnamese would s tir the national conscience either. As long as 
fewer Americans are in Vietnam, fewer Americans are being 
killed and the cost of the war is being reduced, opposition to the 
President’s policy will be unlikely to change that policy.

All of these political calculations are based on the assumption 
that the situation in Vietnam in the fall of 1972 will not be ap
preciably different from what it is early this spring. What 
would happen politically  in the United States if the situation 
were deteriorating in one way or another? One scenario would 
have the North Vietnamese stepping up their military  attacks, 
defeating the Saigon government forces, and on the verge of 
nullifying Vietnamization. Such an eventuality might lead many 
Americans to believe that  four years of N ixon’s policy had been 
for naught, that essentially the United States was back to where 
it was in 1965. It is unlikely, however, that Vietnamization will 
prove to be such an immediate failure. The North Vietnamese 
forces are weaker and the Saigon forces stronger than most 
critics had predicted they would be a year or three years ago. 
Therefore, the kind of collapse posited in this scenario is highly 
improbable. But should it come to pass, latent opposition to the 
war would be rekindled and the President  would be in a very 
difficult position at home.

A second scenario would have the Nor th Vietnamese launch
ing countrywide offensives with spotty victories, and the United 
States in retaliation carrying out a continuing program of air
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strikes against population and population-related targets in 
Nor th Vietnam. T his scenario seems more likely than the first. 
Presiden t Nixon has promised on many occasions to take “deci
sive action” in the event Hanoi increases the tempo of fighting 
in the South, and he has on a number of occasions carried out 
that threat. While it is true that past congressional, media and 
popular reactions to these “protective-reaction” bombing raids 
against No rth Vietnam have not been widespread, the image of 
U.S. planes hi tting new targets in Nor th Vietnam right before 
election time would remind the American people that the war 
was still going on. Latent opposition to the war would again 
emerge, to the probable disadvantage of the President.

If the war heats up in the summer and fall, it will be a polit
ical issue in the November elections. And it wi ll be a bitter issue. 
Nei ther Republicans nor Democrats will want for superlative 
and invective. But no matter who is elected President in 1972, 
Vietnam will continue to take its toll on American society. If  
President Nixon is reelected and the war grinds on indetermi
nately, the youth and the intellectuals of our nation will become 
ever more alienated. This is not a large group of people, but they 
are precious to the national conscience. If  a Democrat is elected 
who is prepared  to meet all of H anoi ’s demands, end the war and 
not provide the Saigon government with any assistance whatever, 
he will  be charged with having “snatched defeat  from the jaws 
of victory.” President Johnson’s nightmare of the right-wing 
reaction could well become a reality.

The only somewhat hopeful way out of this dilemma is for 
President Nixon now to share responsibility with the present 
Congress in offering the sole proposal that still might break the 
negotiating deadlock—a terminal date for the withdrawal of all 
U.S. forces and an end to a ll U.S. bombing in Indochina in re
turn for the safe wi thdrawal of forces and the phased return of 
POWs. As I wri te, the President  has not yet made this proposal. 
The  nation, I believe, would unite behind this approach. Such 
unity would not be without impact on Hanoi’s leaders, whatever 
their internal differences are, at this moment, with respect to a 
settlement of the war. For while Hanoi’s leaders may not be able 
to agree to propose such a solution, they may be able to agree 
to accept it.
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VIETNAM:
THE SYSTEM WORKED
by Leslie H. Gelb

I he story of United States policy toward 
Vietnam is either far better or far worse 
than  generally supposed. Our  Presidents and 
most of those who influenced their decisions 
did not stumble step by step into Vietnam, 

» unaware of the quagmire. U.S. involvement
did not stem from a failure to foresee 
consequences.

Vietnam was indeed a quagmire, but most 
of our leaders knew it. Of  course there were 
optimists and periods where many were 
genuinely optimistic. But those periods were 
infrequent and short-lived and were invari 
ably followed by periods of deep pessimism. 
Very few, to be sure, envisioned what the 
Vietnam situation would be like by 1968. 
Most realized, however, tha t “ the light at the 
end of the  tu nnel” was very fa r away—if not 
finally unreachable. Nevertheless, our Presi
dents persevered. Given  internatio nal com
pulsions to “keep our word” a nd “save face,” 
domestic prohibitions against “losing,” and 
their personal  stakes, our leaders did “what 
was necessary,” did it about the way they 
wanted, were prepared to pay the costs, and 
plowed on with a mixture o f hope  and doom. 
They “saw” no acceptable alternative.

Three propositions suggest why the United 
States became involved in Vietnam, why the 
process was gradual, and what the real ex
pectations of our leaders were:

First, U.S. involvement in Vietnam is n ot 
mainly or mostly a story of step by step, in
advertent descent into unforeseen quicksand. 

* It is primarily a story of why U.S. leaders
considered tha t it was vita l not  to lose Viet
nam by force to Communism. Our  leaders 
believed Vietnam to be vital not for itself, 
but for what they thought its “loss” would 
mean internationally and domestically. Pre- 
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vious involvement made further involvement 
more unavoidable, and, to this extent , com
mitments were inherited. But judgments of 
Vietnam’s “vita lness”—beginning with the 
Korean War—were sufficient in themselves 
to set the  course for escalation.

Second, our Presidents were never actually 
seeking a  military victory in Vietnam. They 
were doing only what they thought was 
minimally necessary at each stage to keep 
Indochina, and later South Vietnam, out of 
Communist hands. T his forced our Presidents 
to be brakemen, to do less tha n those who 
were urging military victory and to reject 
proposals for disengagement. It also meant 
tha t our Presidents wanted  a negotiated 
settlement  without fully realizing (though 
realizing more tha n thei r critics) tha t a civil 
war cannot be ended by political compromise.

Third, our Presidents and most of their  
lieutenants were not deluded by optimistic 
reports of progress and did not proceed on 
the basis of wishful think ing about winning 
a military victory in South Vietnam. They 
recognized tha t the steps they were taking 
were not adequate to win the war and  tha t 
unless Hanoi relented, they would have to  do 
more and more. The ir strategy was to  perse
vere in the hope tha t their  will to cont inue— 
if not  the practical effects of  thei r actions 
—would cause the Communists to relent.

Each of these proposit ions is explored 
below.

I. Ends: “We Can't Afford to Lose"

Those who led the United States into 
Vietnam did so with their eyes open, knowing 
why, and believing they had the will to 
succeed. Th e deepening involvement was not 
inadver tent, but mainly deductive. It flowed 
with sureness from the perceived stakes and 
attendan t high objectives. U.S. policy dis
played remarkable cont inuity . There were not 
dozens o f likely “ turning point s.” Each post
war President inherited previous commit
ments. Each extended these commitments. 
Each adminis tration  from 1947 to 1969 
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believed  th at  it was necessary to pre ven t the  
loss o f  Vietn am  and , afte r 1954, Sou th 
Vietn am  by force to the  Com mun ists.  Th e 
reasons  for this var ied from  person  to person,  
from bureaucracy  to bureaucracy , over time 
and in emphasis . For the  mo st par t, however , 
they  had little  to do with  Vie tnam itself. A 
few men argued  th at  Vietn am  had intr insic 
strateg ic milit ary and economic  importa nce , 
but this  view nev er prevailed . Th e reasons 
rested  on  broader  intern ational,  domestic , 
and bureaucratic considera tion s.

Our  leaders gave the international repercu s
sions of  “ losing” as the ir do mina nt  explicit  
reason  for Vi etn am ’s impor tance.  During th e 
Tr um an  Admi nis tra tio n, Indoch ina ’s impor
tance was measured in terms of  French- 
Am eric an rela tions and Wa shington ’s desire 
to rebuild  Fran ce into the  centerpiece  of  
futu re Europ ean  secur ity. Aft er the cold  war 
heate d up  and a fter  the  fall of  Ch ina, a Fre nch  
defeat in Ind ochin a was also seen as a defeat 
for  the policy of  conta inm ent. In the Eisen
hower years,  Ind oc hin a becam e a “ testing 
ground” between the Free Wor ld and Co m
munism and th e basis for  the famous “dom ino  
the ory ” by w hich  t he  fall of  Indochin a would 
lead to the d ete rio rat ion  of  America n security 
around the  globe. President Kennedy publicly 
reaffirmed the  falling dom ino  concept. His 
prim ary con cern, however, was for  his  “ rep
utati on  for  ac tio n” afte r the Bay of  Pigs fiasco, 
the  Vienna  mee ting with Khrushchev,  and  
the Laos crisis, an d in meeting the chal lenge 
of  “ wars of  na tio na l libera tion” by counter 
insurgency warfare . Und er  President  John son, 
the  code  word rationa les  became Munich, 
credibility, com mitments and the  U.S . word, 
a watershed test  of  wills with Communism,  
raising the  costs of  aggression, an d the pr in
ciple that  arm ed aggression sha ll no t be 
allowed to succeed. There  is every reason  to 
assume tha t our l eaders actually believed wha t 
they said, given b oth the  co ld war conte xt  in 
which they  were all reared and  the  lack of  
con trad icto ry evidence.

Wi th very few excep tions , then, ou r leaders
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since  Wor ld Wa r II saw Vie tnam as a vital  
fac tor  in al liance politics , U.S.-Soviet-C hinese 
rela tions, and dete rrenc e. Th is was as t rue in 
1950 and  1954 as it  was in 1961 and 1965. The  
record  of  Unit ed States  mili tary and economic 
assis tance to fight Comm unism in Indochina  
tells this story  qui te clearly. From  1945 to 
1951, U.S. aid  to  France tota led  over $3.5 bil
lion . Without this, the  French  posit ion  in 
Indochina  would  have been  unten able.  By 
1951, the  U.S. was paying abou t 40 percen t 
of the costs of  the  Indochina  war  and ou r 
sha re was going up. In 1954, it is estim ated,  
U.S. economic  and technical assist ance  
am ounte d to $703 million and milit ary aid 
tot ale d almost $2 billion. Th is add ed up to 
almost 80 perc ent  of  the  tot al Fre nch costs. 
From  1955 to  1961, U.S . milita ry a id averaged 
abou t $200 mi llion per year. Th is mad e So uth 
Vietn am  the  second largest recipien t of  such 
aid, top ped  only by Korea. By 1963, Sou th 
Vietn am  ran ked  first among recip ients of  
milita ry assistance. In  economic assistance,  it 
followed only India and Pakistan.

Th e domestic repercussions of  “ losing” 
Vietn am  probably  were equally  importa nt in 
President ial minds . Lett ing Vietn am  “go 
Co mm unist” was und oub tedly seen as:

[> ope ning the  floodgates to domestic  criti 
cism and atta ck for  being “so ft on  Co m
munism” or  ju st plain soft;

[> dissipating P residential influence by h av 
ing to answer these charges;

[> ali enating  conserva tive  leadersh ip in the 
Congress and thereby endange ring the Presi
de nt ’s legislative program;

t> jeopardizing elect ion prospects for  the  
President  a nd  h is party ;

[> un dercut ting  domestic  sup port for a 
“ responsible”  U.S. world role; an d

t> enlarging the  prospects for  a right-wing 
rea cti on—the nigh tmare of  a McCarthyite  
garri son state.

U.S.  domestic  politics required ou r leaders 
to ma int ain  bo th  a peacefu l wor ld and one  
in which Co mm unist expan sion was s topped. 
In ord er to hav e the public  s upport necessa ry
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to use force against Communism, our  leaders 
had to employ st rong generalized, ideological 
rhetoric. The price of this rhetor ic was con
sistency. How could our leaders shed Ameri
can blood in Korea and  keep large numbers 
of American troops in Europe at great expense 
unless they were also willing to stop Com 
munism in Vietnam?
Bureaucratic judgments and  stakes were 

also involved in defining U.S. interests 
in Vietnam. Most bureaucrats probably 
prompted o r shared the belief of the ir leaders 
about the serious repercussions of  losing 
Vietnam. Once  direct bureaucratic presence 
was established after the French departure, 
this belief was reinforced and  extended. The  
military had to prove tha t American arms 
and advice could succeed where the French 
could not. The Foreign Service had to prove 
tha t it could bring abou t political stability in 
Saigon and “build a n atio n.” The  cia h ad to 
prove tha t pacification would work, aid had 
to prove tha t millions of dollars in assistance 
and advice could bring political returns.

The  U.S. commitment was rationalized as 
early as 1950. It was set in 1955 when we 
replaced the French. Its logic was further 
fulfilled by President Kennedy. After 1965, 
when the U.S. took  over the  war, it was 
immeasurably hardened.

There  was little conditiona l character to 
the U.S. commitment—except for avoiding 
“the  big war.” Every President talked about 
the ultimate responsibility resting with the 
Vietnamese (and the French before them). 
This “co ndit ion” seems to have been meant 
much more as a warning to our friends tha n 
a real limitation. In every crunch, it was swept 
aside. The  only real limit applied to Russia 
and Chin a. Our leaders were no t prepared to 
run the risks of nuclear war or even the risks 
of a direct conventional military confron ta
tion with the  Soviet Union and  China. These 
were separate decisions. The line between 
them and everything else done in Vietnam 
always held firm. With this exception, the 
commitment was always defined in terms of
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the objective to deny the Communists contro l 
over all Vietnam. This was fu rther  defined to 
preclude coalition governments with the  
Communists.

The  importance of the  objective was evalu
ated in terms o f cost, a nd the perceived costs 
of disengagement outweighed the  cost of 
further engagement. Some allies might urge 
disengagement, but then  condemn the U.S. 
for doing so. Th e domestic groups which were 
expected to criticize growing involvement 
always were believed to be outnum bered by 
those who would have attacked  “cutt ing and 
running.” The  question of whether our 
leaders would have started down the road if 
they knew this would mean over half  a mil
lion men in Vietnam, over 40,000 U.S. 
deaths,  and the expendi ture of  well over 
$100 billion is historically irrelevant. Only 
Presidents Kennedy and Johnson had to 
conf ront the possibility of these large costs. 
The  poin t is tha t each administra tion was 
prepared to pay the costs it could foresee for 
itself. No one seemed to have a better solu
tion. Each could at least pass the baton  on to 
the next.

Presidents could not trea t Vietnam as if 
it were “vital” without creating high stakes 
interna tional ly, domestically, and within thei r 
own bureaucracies. But the rhetoric  conveyed 
different messages:

To the Communists, it was a signal tha t 
their  actions would be met by counteractions.

To the American  people, it set the belief 
tha t the President would ensure tha t the 
threa tened  natio n did not fall into Commu
nist hands—although without the anticipa
tion of sacrificing American lives.

To the Congress, it marked the President’s 
responsibility to ensure t ha t V ietnam  did not  
go Communist and maximized incentives for 
legislators to support  him or at least remain  
silent.

To the U.S. professional military, it was a 
promise tha t U.S. forces would be used, if 
necessary and to the degree necessary, to 
defend Vietnam.
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To the professional U.S. diplomat, it 
meant  letting our allies know that  the U.S. 
cared about their fate.

To the President, it laid the groundwork 
for the present action and showed tha t he 
was prepared to take the next step to keep 
Vietnam non-Communist.

Words were making V ietnam into a show
case—an Asian Berlin. In the process, 
Vietnam grew into a test case of U.S. credi
bility—to opponents, to allies, but perhaps 
most importantly, to ourselves. Public opinion 
polls seemed to confirm the political dangers. 
Already established bureaucratic judgments 
about the importance of Vietnam matured 
into cherished convictions and organizational 
interests. T he war dragged on.

Each successive President, initially caught 
by his own belief, was further ensnarled by 
his own rhetoric, and the basis for the belief 
went unchallenged. Debates revolved around 
how to do things better, and whether they 
could be done,  not whether they were worth 
doing. Prior to 1961, an  occasional senato r or 
Southeast  Asian specialist would raise a lonely 
and weak voice in doubt . Some press criticism 
began thereafter. And later still, wandering 
American minstrels returned from the field to 
tell their tales of woe in private. General 
Ridgway as Chief  of Staff of the Army in 1954 
questioned the value of  Vietnam as against its 
potential costs and dangers, and succeeded in 
blunting  a proposed U.S. military initiative, 
although not for the reasons he advanced. 
Under Secretary of State George Ball raised 
the issue of international priorities in the 
summer of 1965 and lost. Clark Clifford as 
Secretary of Defense openly challenged the 
winnability of the war, as well as Vietnam ’s 
strategic significance, and argued for domestic 
priorities. But no systematic or serious exam
ination of Vietnam’s importance to the 
United States was ever under taken within the 
government. Endless assertions passed for 
analysis. Presidents neither encouraged nor 
permitted serious questioning, for to do so 
would be to foster the idea that their  resolve
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was something less th an complete. Th e objec
tive of  a non-Communist Vietnam, and after 
1954 a non-Communist South  Vietnam, 
drove U.S. involvement ever more deeply 
each step of  the way.
II. Means: “Take the Minimal Necessary Steps”

None of our Presidents was seeking total 
victory over the Vietnamese Communists. 
War critics who wanted victory always knew 
this. Those who wanted the U.S. to get out 
never believed it. Each President was essen
tially doing what he thought was minimally 
necessary to prevent  a Communist victory 
during his tenure  in office. Each, of course, 
sought to strengthen the anti-Communist 
Vietnamese forces, but with the aim of a 
negotiated settlement. Part of the tragedy of 
Vietnam was tha t the compromises our 
Presidents were prepared to offer could never 
lead to an end of the war. These preferred 
compromises only served to reinforce the 
convic tion of both  Communist and anti- 
Communist Vietnamese tha t they had to 
fight to the finish in their  civil war. A nd so, 
more minimal steps were always necessary.

Our Presidents were pressured o n all sides. 
The  pressures for victory came mainly from 
the inside and were reflected on  the outside. 
From inside the  administrations, three forces 
almost invariably pushed hard. First, the 
military establishment generally initiated 
requests for broadening and intensifying U.S. 
military action. Our professional military 
placed great weight on the strategic signif
icance of Vietnam; they were given a job to 
do; their prestige was involved; and of crucial 
importance (in the 1960’s)—the lives of many 
American  servicemen were being lost. The 
Joint  Chiefs of Staff, the maag (Military 
Assistance Advisory Group) Chiefs and later 
the Commander of U.S. forces in Vietnam 
were the focal points for these pressures. 
Second, our Ambassadors in Saigon, sup
ported by the State Department, at times 
pressed for and often supported big steps 
forward. Thei r reasons were similar to those
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of the  military. Thirdly, an ever-present group 
of “fixers” was making urgent demands to 
strengthen and  broaden the Saigon govern
ment in order to achieve political victory. 
Every executive agency had  its fixers. They 
were usually able men whose entire preoccu
pation was to make things better  in Vietnam. 
From outside the  administra tion, there were 
hawks who insisted on  winning and  hawks 
who wanted to “win or get o ut.” C apito l Hill 
hawks, the conservative press, and, for many 
years, Catholic organiza tions were in the 
forefront.

The pressures for disengagement and for 
de-escalation derived mostly from the outside 
with occasional and often unkn own  allies 
from within. Small for most of the Vietnam 
years, these forces grew steadily in strength 
from 1965 onward . Isolated congressmen and 
senators led the fight. First they did so on 
anticolonialist grounds.  Later their objections 
developed moral aspects (interfering in a 
civil war) and extended to non-winnability, 
domestic priorities, and  the senselessness of 
the war. Peace organizat ions and studen t 
groups in particu lar came to dominate head
lines and  air time. Journalists played a critical 
role—especially through television reports. 
From within each admin istration, opposition 
could be found: (1) among isolated military 
men who did not  want the U.S. in an Asian 
land war; (2) among some State Department 
intelligence and area specialists who knew 
Vietnam and believed the  U.S. objective was 
unat tainable at any reasonable price; and 
(3) within the civilian agencies of the  Defense 
Department  and isolated individuals at State 
and cia, particularly after 1966, whose efforts 
were t rained on finding a politically feasible 
way out.

Our Presidents reacted to the pressures as 
brakemen, pulling the switch against both 
the advocates of “decisive escalation” and 
the advocates of disengagement. The  politics 
of the Presidency largely dictated this role, 
but the personalities of the Presidents were 
also important. None were as ideological as
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many persons around them. All were basically 
centrist politicians.

The ir immediate aim was always to prevent  
a Communist takeover. The actions they ap
proved were usually only what was minimally 
necessary to that  aim. Each President deter
mined the “minimal necessity” by trial and  
error and his own judgment. They might have 
done more and done it more rapidly if they 
were convinced that: (1) the threat of a 
Comm unist takeover were more immediate, 
(2) U.S. domestic politics would have been 
more permissive, (3) the government of 
South  Vietnam had the requisite political 
stability and military potent ial for effective 
use and (4) the job really would have gotten 
done. After 1965, however, the  minimal 
necessity became the maximum they could 
get given the same domestic and in terna tional 
constraints.

The  tact ic o f the  minimally necessary deci
sion makes optimum sense for  the politics o f 
the Presidency. Even our strongest Presidents 
have tended to  shy away from decisive action. 
It has been too uncerta in, too risky. They 
derive thei r strength from movement (the 
image of a lot of activity) and  building and  
neutralizing opponents . Too seldom has there 
been forceful moral leadership; it may even 
be undemocratic. The  small step that  main
tains the momentum gives the  President the  
chance to gather more political support . It 
gives the appearance of minimizing possible 
mistakes. It allows time to gauge reactions. 
It serves as a pressure-relieving valve against 
those who want to do more. It can be doled 
out. Above all, it gives the President some
thing to do next time.

The  tactic makes consummate sense when 
it is believed tha t nothing will fully work or 
tha t the costs of  a “ winning” move would be 
too high. This was the case with Vietnam. 
This decision-making tactic explains why th e 
U.S. involvement in Vietnam was gradual 
and step by step.

While the immediate aim was to preven t a 
Communist victory an d improve the position
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of the anti -Communists, the longer term goal 
was a political settlement. As late as February 
1947, Secretary of State Marshall expressed 
the hope tha t “a pacific basis of adjustment 
of the difficulties” between France and the 
Vietminh could be found.1 After that, 
Trum an’s policy hardened, but there is no 
evidence to suggest tha t until 1950 he was 
urging the French not to settle with the 
Vietnamese Communists. Eisenhower, it 
should be remembered, was the President who 
tacitly agreed (by not intervening in 1954) to 
the creation of a Communist state in North 
Vietnam. President Kennedy had all he could 
do to preven t complete political collapse in 
South Vietnam. He had, therefore, little basis 
on which to compromise. President Johnson 
inheri ted this political instability, and to add 
to his woes, he faced in 1965 what seemed to 
be the prospect of a Communist military 
victory. Yet, by his standing offer for free and 
internationally supervised elections, he ap
parently  was prepared to accept Communist 
participation in the political life of the 
South.

By tradi tional diplomatic standards of 
negotiations between sovereign states, these 
were no t fatuous compromises. O ne compro
mise was, in effect, to guarantee tha t the 
Communists could remain in secure control 
of N orth  Vietnam. The U.S. would not seek 
to overthrow this regime. The  other  com
promise was to allow the Communists in 
South  V ietnam  to seek power along the lines 
of Comm unist parties in France and Italy, 
i.e. to give them a “permanent minority 
position.”

But the real struggle in Vietnam was not 
between sovereign states. It was among Viet
namese. It was a civil war and  a war for 
natio nal independence.

Herein lies th e paradox and the tragedy of  
Vietnam. Most of our leaders and  their 
critics did see that Vietnam was a quagmire, 
but did  not  see that the  real stakes—who shall

‘New York Times, February 8. 1947.
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govern Vietnam—were not negotiable. Free 
elections, local sharing of power, international 
supervision, cease-fires—none of these could 
serve as a basis for settlement. What were 
legitimate compromises from Washington’s 
point of view were matters of life and death  
to the  Vietnamese. For American leaders, the 
stakes were “ keeping thei r word” and saving 
their political necks. For the Vietnamese, the 
stakes were their  lives and their lifelong 
political aspirations.  Free elections meant  
bodily exposure to the  Communist guerrillas 
and likely defeat to the anti-Communists. The  
risk was too great. There was no trust, no 
confidence.

The  Vietnam war could no more be settled 
by tradi tional diplomatic compromises tha n 
any other  civil war. President Lincoln could 
not settle with the South. The  Spanish 
Republicans and General Franco’s Loyalists 
could not have conceivably mended their  
fences by elections. None of the post-World 
War II insurgencies—Greece, Malaya, and the 
Philippines—ended with a negotiated peace. 
In each of these cases, the civil differences 
were put to rest—if at all—only by th e logic 
of war.

It is commonly acknowledged that Vietnam 
would have fallen to the Communists  in 
1945-46, in 1954, and in 1965 had it not been 
for the intervention  of first the French and 
then  the Americans. The  Vietnamese Com
munists, who were also by history the Viet
namese nationalists,  would not accept only 
part of a prize for which they had paid so 
heavily. The  anti-Communist Vietnamese, 
protected by th e French and the Americans, 
would not pu t themselves at the  Communists’ 
mercy.

It may be tha t our Presidents understood 
this better tha n their  critics. The critics, 
especially on the political left, fought for 
“better compromises,” not realizing that  even 
the best could not be good enough, and fought 
for broad  national ist governments, not realiz
ing there was no middle force in Vietnam. 
Our Presidents, it seems, recognized that  there
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was no middle ground and that  “bette r com
promises” would frighten our Saigon allies 
without bringing abou t a compromise peace. 
And they believed tha t a neutralization 
formula would compromise South Vietnam 
away to the Communists. So the longer-term 
aim of peace repeatedly gave way to the im
mediate needs of the war and the next 
necessary step.

III. Expectations: “We Must Persevere"

Each new step was taken not because of 
wishful thinking or optimism about its leading 
to a victory in South  Vietnam. Few of our 
leaders thought tha t they could win the war 
in a conven tional sense o r tha t the Commu
nists would be decimated to a p oint tha t they 
would simply fade away. Even as new and 
furthe r steps were taken, coupled with expres
sions of optimism, many of our leaders 
realized tha t more—and  still more—would 
have to be done. Few of  these men felt con
fident abou t how it would all end or when. 
After 1965, however, they allowed the im
pression of “ winnability” to grow in order to 
justify thei r already heavy investment and 
domestic support for the war.

The  strategy always was to  persevere. Per
severance, it seemed, was the  only way to 
avoid or postpone having to  pay the domestic 
political costs of failure. Finally, perseverance, 
it was hoped, would convince the Comm u
nists tha t our will to continue was firm. 
Perhaps, then, with domestic support  for 
perseverance, with bombing North Vietnam, 
and with inflicting heavy casualties in the 
South, the Communists would relent. Per
haps, then, a compromise could be negotiated 
to save the C ommunists ’ face without giving 
them South Vietnam.

Optimism was a par t of the “gamesman
ship” of Vie tnam.  It h ad a purpose. Personal- 
organizat ional optimism was the  product of a 
number of motivat ions and  calculations:

t> Career  services tacitly and  sometimes 
explicitly pressured their  professionals to im
part good news.
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t> Good  news was seen as a job well done; 

bad news as personal failure.
>  The  reporting system was set up so tha t 

assessments were made by the implementors.
t> Optimism bred optimism so tha t it was 

difficult to be pessimistic this time if you were
optimistic the last time.

t> People told their superiors what they
thought they wanted to hear.

C>The American  ethic is to get the job 
done.

Policy optimism also sprang from several 
rational needs:

C> To maintain domestic support for the 
war.

t> To keep up the moraleo f ourVietnamese 
allies and build some confidence and  trust 
between us and them.

t> To stimulate military and bureaucratic 
morale to work hard.

There  were, however, genuine optimists 
and grounds for genuine optimism. Some 
periods looked promising: the year preceding 
the French downfall at Dienbienphu; the 
years of the second Eisenhower Presidency 
when most attention was riveted on  Laos and 
before the insurgency was stepped up in 
South Vietnam; 1962 and early 1963 before 
the strategic hamlet pacification program col
lapsed; and the last six months of 1967 before 
the 1968 Tet offensive.

Many additional periods by comparison 
with previous years yielded a sense of real 
improvement. By most conventional stan
dards—the size and firepower of friendly 
Vietnamese forces, the number of hamlets 
pacified, the number of “ free elections” being 
held, the number of Communists killed, and 
so forth—reasonable men could and  did thin k 
in cautiously optimistic terms.

But comparison with years past is an 
illusory measure when it is not coupled with 
judgments about how far there still is to go 
and how likely it is tha t the goal can ever be 
reached. It was all too easy to confuse shor t
term breathing spells with long-term trends 
and to confuse “things getting better” with
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“winning.” Many of those who h ad genuine 
hope suffered from either a lack of knowledge 
about V ietnam or a lack of  sensitivity toward 
politics or both.

The basis for pessimism and the warning 
signals were always present. Public portrayals 
of success glowed more brightly t han  the full 
range of classified reporting. Readily available 
informal and personal accounts were less 
optimistic still. The  political instability of  our 
Vietnamese allies-—from Bao Dai through 
Diem to President Thieu have always been 
apparent . The weaknesses of the armed forces 
of our Vietnamese allies were common 
knowledge. Few years went by when the 
fighting did not gain in intensity. Our leaders 
did not have to know much about Vietnam 
to see all this.

Most o f our leaders saw the Vietnam quag
mire for what it was. Optimism was, by and 
large, put in perspective. This means tha t 
many knew that  each step would be followed 
by another. Most seemed to have understood 
tha t more assistance would be required e ither 
to improve the relative position of ou r Viet
namese allies or simply to prevent a deteriora
tion of their  position. Almost each year and 
often several times a year, key decisions had 
to be made to prevent deterio ration  or col
lapse. These decisions were made with hard  
bargaining, but rapidly enough for us now to 
perceive a preconceived consensus to go on . 
Sometimes several new steps were decided at 
once, bu t announced and implemented piece
meal. The  whole pattern conveyed the feeling 
of more to come.

With a tragic sense of “no ex it," our leaders 
stayed their course. They seemed to hope 
more than expect tha t something would 
“give.” The  hope was to convince the  Viet
namese Communists through perseverance 
tha t the U.S. would stay in South Vietnam 
until they abandoned their struggle. The 
hope, in a sense, was the product o f disbelief. 
How could a tiny, backward Asian country  
not have a breaking point  when opposed by 
the might of the United States? How could

Gelb

they not relent and negotiate with the U.S.?
And yet, few could answer two questions 

with any confidence: Why should the Com
munists abandon tomorrow the goals they 
had been paying so dear a price to obtain 
yesterday? What was there really to negotiate? 
No one seemed to be able to develop a per
suasive scenario on how the war could end 
by peaceful means.

Our Presidents, given their politics and 
thinking, had nothing to do but persevere. 
But the Communists’ strategy was also to 
persevere, to make the U.S. go home. It was 
and  is a civil war for n ationa l independence. 
It was and is a Greek tragedy.

IV. After Twenty-Five Years

A quick review of history supports these 
interpre tations . To the Roosevelt Adminis
trat ion  during  World War II, Indochina was 
no t perceived as a “vit al” area. The  United 
States defeated Japan without Southeast Asia, 
and Indochina was n ot occupied by the allies 
until  after Japan’s defeat, fdr spoke informally 
to friends and newsmen of  placing Indochina 
under United Nations trusteeship after the 
war, but—aware of French, British and U.S. 
bureaucrat ic hostility to this—made no de
tailed plans and asked for no staff work prior 
to his death. For all practical purposes, 
Truman  inherited no Southeast Asia policy.

In 1946 and 1947, the U.S. acquiesced in 
the re-establishment of French sovereignty. 
Our policy was a passive one of hoping for a 
negotiated settlement of the “difficulties” 
between Paris and the  Vietminh indepen
dence movement of Ho Chi Minh. To the 
south, in Indonesia, we had started to pressure 
the Dutch to grant independence and with
draw, and a residue of anticolonialism re
mained in our first inchoate approaches to 
an Indochina policy as well.

But events in Europe and China changed 
the context from mid-1947 on. Two important 
priorities were to rearm and strengthen France 
as the cornerstone of European defense and 
recovery in  the  face of Russian pressure, and
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to prevent a furthe r expansion  of victorious 
Chinese Communism. The  Tru man  Doctrine 
depicted a world full of dominoes. In May 
1950, before Korea, Secretary of State 
Acheson announced tha t the U.S. would 
provide military and economic assistance to 
the French and their  Indochinese allies for 
the direct purpose of combating  Communist

•  expansion.2 After years of hesitating, Truman 
finally decided tha t anti-Communism was 
more important tha n anticolonialism in 
Indochina.

• Acheson admits tha t U.S. policy was a 
“muddled hodgepodge”:

The  criticism, however, fails to recognize 
the limits on the exten t to which one may 
successfully coerce an ally. . . . Further
more, the result of withhold ing help to 
France would, at most, have removed the 
colonial power. It could not have made the  
resulting situation a beneficial one either 
for Indochina or for Southeast Asia, or in 
the more important effort of fur thering  the  
stability and defense of Europe. So while 
we may have tried to muddle through and 
were certainly not successful, I could not 
think then or later of a better course. One 
can suggest, perhaps, doing nothing. That 
might have had merit, but as an attitude 
for the leader o f a great alliance toward an 
important ally, indeed one essential to a 
critical endeavor , it had  its demerits, too.3

Several months after the Korean War 
began, Acheson recalled the warning of an 
“able colleague”: “Not only was there real 
danger tha t our efforts would fail in their 
immediate purpose and waste valuable re
sources in the process, but we were moving 
into a position  in Indochina in which ‘our 
responsibilities tend to supplant rather than

• complement those of the French’.” Acheson 
then  remembers: “I decided however, tha t 
having put our han d to the plow, we would 
not look back.” 4 He decided this despite the 
’Department of State Bulletin, May 1950, p. 821.

’Dean Acheson. Present  at the Creation,  fj^ ew  Tor);. 
W. W. Norton. 1969) , p. 673.

•Ibid.,  p. 674.
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fact tha t he "recognized as no longer valid 
an earlier French inten tion to so weaken the 
enemy before reducing French forces in Indo
china  that indigenous forces could handle the 
situat ion.”5

V. The Eisenhower Administration

President Eisenhower inherited the prob
lem. Although, with V ietminh successes, the 
situation took on graver overtones, he, too, 
pursued a policy of “minimum action” to 
preven t the total “loss” of Vietnam  to  Com
munism. Sherman Adams, Eisenhower’s assis
tant , explains how the problem was seen in 
the mid-1950’s:

If the  Communists had  pushed on with an 
aggressive offensive after the fall of Dien- 
bienphu, instead of stopping and agreeing 
to stay out o f Southern V ietnam, Laos and 
Cambodia, there was a strong possibility 
tha t the United States would have moved 
against them. A complete Communist con
quest of Indochina would have had  far 
graver consequence for the West tha n a 
Red victory in Korea.6

Apparently the President felt he could live 
with Comm unist control in the restricted area 
of North Vietnam, away from the rest of 
Southeast Asia.

Eisenhower did n ot take the minimal neces
sary step to save all of Indochina, but he did 
take the necessary steps to  prevent the loss of 
most of Indochina. He paid almost all the 
French war cost, increased the U.S. military 
advisory mission, supplied forty B-26’s to the 
French, and continued the threat of U.S. 
intervention, first by “un ited action" and 
then by forming seato. In taking these ac
tions, Eisenhower was deciding against Vice- 
President Nixo n and Admira l Radford, 
Chairma n of the Joint  Chiefs of Staff, who 
favored U.S. intervent ion in force, and 
against General Ridgway, Chief of the Army 

•Ibid., p. 676-7.

•Sherman Adamj, Firsthand Repor t fJ^ew "for\ : Har- 
per Row. 1961), p. 120.
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Staff, who opposed  any action tha t could 
lead to an Asian land war. He was treading 
the  well-worn middle path of doing just 
enough to balance off contrad ictory domestic, 
bureaucratic,  and international pressures. 
The  Vietnamese Communists agreed to the 
compromise, believing that  winning the full 
prize was only a matter of time.

In public statements and later in his 
memoirs, President Eisenhower gave glimpses 
of his reasoning. A t the  time of Dienbienphu, 
he noted, “. . . we ought to  look at th is thing 
with some optimism and some determination 
. . . long faces and  defeatism don’t win 
battles .”’ Later he wrote, “I am convinced 
tha t the French  could no t win the war because 
the interna l political situation in Vietnam, 
weak and confused, badly weakened their 
military position.”8 But he persevered never
theless, believing tha t “the decision to give 
this aid was almost  compulsory. The United 
States had no real a lternat ive unless we were 
to abandon  Southeas t Asia.”’

The Geneva Conference of 1954 was fol
lowed by eighteen bleak and pessimistic 
months as official Washington wondered 
whether  the pieces could be put back together. 
Despite or perhaps  because of the pessimism, 
U.S. aid was increased. Then, in the  fall of 
1956, Dulles could say: “ We have a clean  base 
there now, without a tain t of colonialism. 
Dienbienphu was a blessing in disguise.”10 
The  years of “cautious optimism” had begun.

President Eisenhower kept the U.S. out of 
war because he allowed a territorial compro
mise with the Communists. More critically,

’Public Papers of the Presidents, Eisenhower, 1954, 
p. 471. This  remark w a s  rnade on May 12, 1954.

'Dw igh t D. Eisenhower, Mandate  for Change, f) fe w  
York: Doubleday, 19637, p. 372.

•Ibid ., p. 373.

“ Emmet John Hughes, The Ordeal of Power, flsfew 
York-' Dell, 19627, p. 182. Eisenhower himself wrote 
that in 1954 "Th e strongest reason of all for  United 
States refusal to respond by itself to French pleas was 
our tradition of anti-colonialism.” ( in Mandate for 
Change, p. 3737
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he decided to replace the French and maintain 
a direct U.S. presence in Indochina. With 
strong rhetoric, military training  programs, 
support for Ngo Dinh Diem in his refusal to 
hold the elections prescribed by the Geneva 
accords, and continuing military and eco
nomic assistance, he made the new state or 
“zone” of South Vietnam an American 
responsibility. Several years of military quiet 
in South Vietnam did not hide the  smoldering 
political turmoil in that  country  nor did it 
obscure the newspaper headlines which regu
larly proclaimed tha t the war in Indochina 
had shifted to Laos.
VI. The Kennedy Administration

The  Administrat ion of John  F. Kennedy 
began in an aura of domestic sacrifice and 
international confrontat ion. The  inaugura
tion speech set the tone of U.S. responsibil
ities in “hazardous and  dangerous” times.

Vietnam had  a special and immediate im
portance which derived from the general 
international situation. Kennedy’s predictions 
about dangerous times came true quickly— 
and stayed true—and he wanted to show 
strength to the Communists. But it was also 
the precarious situation  in Laos and the 
“neutralist” compromise which Kennedy was 
preparing for Laos tha t were driving the 
President deeper in to Vietnam. In Sorensen’s 
words, Kennedy was “skeptical of  the  extent 
of our involvement [in Vietnam] but un
willing to abandon his predecessor’s pledge 
or permit a Communist conquest. . .

Kennedy had to face three basic general 
decisions. First, was top priority to go to 
political reform or fighting the war? On this 
issue the fixers, who wanted to give priority 
to political reform, were arrayed against the 
military. Second, should the line of involve
ment be drawn at combat units? On this issue 
the fixers were more quiet than in opposition. 
The  military and the Country Team pushed 
hard —even urging the President to threaten

"Theodore Sorensen, Kennedy, CHew fork : Harper & 
Row. 1965 J. p. 639.
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Hanoi  with U.S. bombing. Some counter 
weight came from State and the White House 
staff. Third , should the President make a 
clear, irrevocable and  open-ended commit
ment to prevent  a Communist victory? 
Would this strengthen or weaken the U.S. 
hand in Saigon? Would it frighten away the 
Communists? What would be the domestic 
political consequences?

Kennedy’s tactics and  decisions—like 
Eisenhower’s—followed the pattern of doing 
what was minimally necessary. O n the polit
ical versus military priority issue, Kennedy 
did not make increasing military assistance 
definitively contingent on political reform, 
but he pointed to the absence of reform as 
the main reason for limiting the U.S. military 
role. O n the combat unit issue, according to 
biographer Sorensen, “Kennedy never made 
a final negative decision on troops. In typical 
Kennedy fashion, he made it difficult for any 
of the pro-in terven tion advocates to charge 
him privately with weakness.”12 On the third 
issue, he avoided an  open-ended commitment, 
but escalated his rhetoric about the impor
tance of Vie tnam. While he did  authorize an 
increase o f U.S. military personnel from 685 
to 16,000, he did so slowly, an d not in two or 
three big decisions. He continual ly doled out 
the increases. He gave encouragement to 
bureaucratic planning  and studying as a safety 
valve—a valve he thought he could control. 
He kept a very tight rein on  information to 
the public about the war. In Salinger’s words, 
he “was not anxious to admit the existence 
of a real war . . By minimizing U.S. in
volvement, Kennedy was trying to  avoid pub
lic pressures either to do more or to do less.

The  President would make it “th eir” war 
until he had no choice but to look at it in a 
different light. He would no t look at it in 
another light until Diem, who looked like a 
losing horse, was replaced. He would not 

” Ibid., p. 654.

“ Pierre Salinger, Wi th Kennedy, ( \e u i "for\:  Double
day. 1966),  pp.  319-329.
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gamble on long odds. But it is no t clear what 
he expected to get as a replacement for Diem.

With th e exception of much o f 1962, which 
even the North Vietnamese have called 
“Diem’s year,” the principal Kennedy deci
sions were made in an atmosphere o f deteri
oration, not  progress, in Vietnam. This  
feeling of deterio ration  explains why Kennedy 
dispatched so many high-level missions to 
Vietnam. As Kennedy’s biographers have 
written, the President was not really being 
told he was winning, but how much more he 
would have to do.

Writing in 1965, Theodore Sorensen 
summed up the  White House view of events 
following the Diem coup in November 1963:

The  President, while eager to make clear 
tha t our aim was to get out of Vietnam, had 
always been  doubtful  about the optimistic 
reports constantly filed by the military on 
the progress of the war. . . . The  struggle 
could well be, he thought , this nat ion ’s 
severest test of endurance and patience. . . . 
He was simply going to weather it out, a 
nasty, untidy mess to which there was no 
othe r acceptable solution. Talk of abandon
ing so unstab le an  ally and so costly a com
mitment ‘only makes it easy for the 
Communists,’ said the President. ‘I think 
we should stay.’14

VII. The Johnson Administration

Lyndon Johnson  assumed office with a 
reputation as a pragmatic politician and  not 
a cold war ideologue. His history on Southeast 
Asia indicated caution and  compara tive re
straint. And yet it was this same man who as 
President presided over and led the  U.S. into 
massive involvement .

Three facts conspired to make it easier for 
Johnson to take the plunge on the assumed 
importance of Vietnam tha n his predecessors. 
First, the world was a safer place to live in 
and Vietnam was the  only continuing  crisis. 
Europe was secure. The Sino-Soviet split ha d 
deepened. Mutual  nuclear deterrence existed

“ Sorensen, op. cit., p. 661.
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between the two superpowers. Second, the 
situation in Vietnam was more desperate than 
it ever had been. If the U.S. had not inter
vened in 1965, South Vietnam would have 
been conquered by the Communists. Third, 
after years of effort, the U.S. conventional 
military forces were big enough and ready 
enough to  inte rvene. Unlike his predecessors, 
Johnson had the military capability to back 
up his words.

In sum, Vietnam became relatively more 
important, it was in greater danger, and the 
U.S. was in a position  to do something 
about it.

At Johns Hopkins in April 1965, the 
President told the American  people what he 
would do: “We will do everything necessary 
to reach tha t objective [of no external inter
ference in South Vietnam], and we will do 
only what is absolutely necessary.” But in 
order to prevent  defeat and in order to keep 
the faith with his most loyal suppor ters, the 
minimum necessary became the functional 
equivalent of gradual escalation. The  Air 
Force and the Commander in Chief, Pacific 
(cincpac) pressed hard for full systems bomb
ing—the author ity to destroy 94 key Nor th 
Vietnamese targets in 16 days. Johnson, 
backed and pressured in the other  direction 
by Secretary McNamara, doled out approval 
for new targets over three years in a painstak
ing and piecemeal fashion. Johnson accom
modated dovish pressure and the advice of 
the many pragmatists who surrounded him 
by making peace overtures. But these over
tures were either  accompanied with or fol
lowed by escalation. Johnson moved toward 
those who wanted three-quarters of a million 
U.S. fighting men in Vietnam, but he never 
got there. Guided by judgments of domes
tic repercussion and influenced again by 
McNamara, the President made at  least eight 
separate decisions on U.S. force levels in 
Vietnam over a four-year period.15 For the

“ See the  C h ro no lo gy  in  17.S. Senate Fore ign Relat ions  
Com m itt ee.  B ackgro und In fo rm a ti o n  Rela ting  to  S ou th 
east A s ia  a nd  V ie tn a m , M a rc h  1969 .
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“fixers” who felt that U.S. conduct of the  war 
missed its political essence an d for the doves 
who wanted to see something besides destruc
tion, Johnson placed new emphasis on  "the 
othe r war”—pacification, nation-building, 
and political development—in February 1966. 
Johnson referred to this whole complex of 
actions and  the air war in particular as his 
attempt to “seduce not rape” the Nor th 
Vietnamese.

The objective of the Johnson Administra
tion  was to maintain an independent non- 
Communist South Vietnam. In the later 
years, this was rephrased: “allowing the South 
Vietnamese to determine their  own future 
without external interference.” As the Presi
dent  crossed the old barriers in pursuit of 
this objective, he es tablished new ones. While 
he ordered the bombing of North Vietnam, 
he would not approve the bombing o f targets 
which ran the risk of confrontation  with 
China and Russia. While he permitted the 
U.S. force level in Vietnam to go over one- 
half million men, he would not agree to call 
up the Reserves. While he was willing to 
spend $25 billion in one year o n the war, he 
would not  put the U.S. economy on a war
time mobilization footing. But the most 
important Johnson barrier was raised against 
invading Cambodia,  Laos, and North Viet
nam. This limitation was also a corners tone 
in the President’s hopes for a compromise 
settlement. He would agree to the permanent 
existence of No rth Vietnam—even help that 
country  economically—if Nor th Vietnam 
would extend tha t same right to South 
Vietnam.

In order to sustain public and  bureaucratic 
support for his policy, Johnson’s method was 
to browbeat and  isolate his opponents. To 
the American  people, he painted  the alterna
tives to what he was doing as irresponsible 
or reckless. In ei ther case, the  result would be 
a greater risk of future general war. The 
bureaucracy used this same technique of 
creating the  bug-out or bomb-out extremes in 
order to maintain  as many of its own members
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in “ the middle road.” The  price of  consensus 
—within the bureaucracy and in the public 
at large—was invariably a middle road of 
contrad ictions and no priorities for act ion.

President Johnson was the master of con
sensus. On  Vietnam this required melding 
the propo nents of negotiations with the 
proponents  of military victory. The technique  
for maintaining th is Vietnam consensus was 
gradual escalation punctuated by dramatic 
peace overtures.  As the war was escalated 
without an end in sight, the numbers of 
people Johnson could hold  together  dimin
ished. The pressures for disengagement or for 
“decisive military action” became enormous, 
but with the “hawks” always outnum bering  
and more strategically placed tha n the 
“doves.”

John son knew he had inherited a deteri
orating situation in Vietnam. Vietcong mili
tary successes and constan t change in the 
Saigon governm ent from 1964 to 1966 were 
not secrets to anyone.  Throughou t the critical 
year of 1965, he struck the themes of endur 
ance and more-to-come. In his May 4, 1965 
requests for Vietnam Supplemental Appro
priations he warned: “I see no choice but to 
continue the course we are  on, filled as it is 
with peril and unce rtain ty.” In his July 28, 
1965 press conference he announced a new 
125,000 troop ceiling and went on to say: 
“Additional forces will be needed later, and 
they will be sent as requested.”

Talk  about “tu rning  corners” and winning 
a military victory reached a crescendo in 1967- 
At the same time a new coun terpoint emerged 
—“stalemate.” 16 The message of the stalemate 
proponen ts was tha t the U.S. was strong 
enough to prevent defeat, but tha t the situa
tion defied victory. Hanoi would continue to 
match the  U.S. force build-up and would 
not “cry uncle” over the bombing. The  
Saigon government and army had basic polit
ical and structural problems which they were 
unlikely to be able to overcome. Stalemate,
“ R. W.  Apple, ‘'Vietnam. The  Signs of Stalemate,"  
New York Times, August 7, 1967.
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it was urged, should be used as a basis for 
getting a compromise settlement with Hanoi .

These arguments were not  lost on the 
President. At Guam in March 1967, while 
others around him were waxing eloquent 
about progress, the President was guardedly 
optimistic, speaking of “a favorable turning 
point, militarily and politically.” But after 
one of the meetings he was reported  to have 
said: “We have a difficult, a serious, long- 
drawn-out, agonizing problem th at we do not 
have an answer for.” 17 N or did the President 
overlook  the  effects of the 1968 Tet offensive, 
coming as it did after many months of 
virtually unqualified optimism by him and by 
others.  He stopped the bombing partially, 
increased troop strength slightly, made a peace 
overture, and announced his retirement.

In November 1963, Johnson is quoted as 
saying: “I am not going to be the President 
who saw Southeas t Asia go the way China 
went.” 18 In the spring of 1965, Lady Bird 
Johnson quoted him as saying: “I can ’t get 
out. I can’t finish it w ith what I have got. So 
what the Hell can I do?”19 President Johnson, 
like his predecessors, persevered and handed 
the war on to his successor.
VIII.  Where Do We  Go  From Here?

If Vietnam were a story of how the system 
failed, that  is, if our leaders d id not  do what 
they wanted to do or if they did no t realize 
what they were doing or what was happening, 
it would be easy to package a large and 
assorted box of policy-making panaceas . For 
example: Fix the method of reporting  from 
the field. Fix the way progress is measured in 
a guerrilla war. Make sure the President sees 
all the real alternatives. But these are all 
third-order issues, because the U.S. political- 
bureaucratic system did n ot fail; it worked.
‘'Quo ted  in Henry Brandon, Anatomy of Error, (Bos
ton: Gambit, 1969J, p. 102.

"T om  Wicker,  JFK and LBJ, CHcu> Tor .̂- Penguin 
Books, 1968),  p. 208.

"Lady Bird Johnson, A White House Diary, (J^eui 
fo rk : Holt, Rinehart  and Win ston, 1970) , p. 248.
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Out  leaders felt they had to preven t the 
loss of  Vietn am  to Communism,  and they 
hav e succeeded so far in doing just th at.  Most 
of  tho se who  made  Vietn am  policy still 
believe th at  they did  the righ t thing and 
lament  only the  domestic repercussions of  
the ir act ions. It is because the price of  at ta in 
ing this  goal has  been so dear in lives, trust, 
dolla rs, and prior ities,  and the  benefi ts so 
intangible, remote, and  oft en implausible, 
that  these  leaders and we ourse lves are  forced 
to seek new answ ers and  new policies.

Paradoxical ly, the  way to get these  new 
answers is no t by asking why did  the  system 
fail, but why did  it work so tragically well. 
There  is, the n,  only  one first -orde r issue—how 
and why does ou r polit ical-bureaucratic  sys
tem decide wha t is v ital and what is not? By 
whom , in what manne r, and for wha t reaso ns 
was it decided that  all V ietnam must no t fall 
into Co mm unist  hands?

Alm ost  all of  our leaders  s ince 1949 shared 
this  conviction.  Only a few voices in the  
wilderness were raised in opposit ion.  Even as 
late as mid-1967, most critic s were arguing 
that  the  U.S.  could not afford  to lose or  be 
“d riven from  the  field,” th at  th e real problem  
was our bombing  of Nor th  Vietnam,  and th at  
this  ha d to be s topped  in  ord er to bring a bou t 
a negotia ted settlement. Fewer still were urging 
that  such a set tlem ent should  invo lve a coali 
tion gov ernment with the Comm unists.  
Hardly anyone was saying th at  the  outcom e 
in Vietn am  d id no t matt er.

Th ere  is little  evidence of  much critica l 
thinking  abou t the rela tion  of  Vietn am  to 
U.S. security. Scholars, journali sts, pol iti
cians , an d bureaucra ts all seem to hav e 
assum ed eithe r that Vietn am  was “vital ” to 
U.S. na tio na l security or  th at  the  Am eric an 
people  would no t stand for  the  loss of  “an 
othe r” cou ntry to Com mun ism.

Anti-C ommunism has been and still is a 
po ten t force in American politics,  and most 
people  who were dealin g with  the Vietn am  
problem  simply  believed  th at  the  Congres s 
and the public  would “ punis h” those who

were “ soft on  C om mu nism.” O ur  leaders no t 
only ant icipated  this kin d of  public reac tion , 
but  believed that  there were valid reasons  for 
not permit ting  th e Comm uni sts  to take all of 
Vie tnam by force. In oth er words, they 
believed in wha t they were doing on  the 
nat ional security "m eri ts.” Th e dom ino  
theo ry, which  was at the he art  o f the mat ter, 
rested on  the  widely sha red  att itud e that  
security was indivis ible, that  weakness in one  
place would only invi te aggression in others . 

What  c an be done?
Th e President  can do more  t ha n Presidents  

hav e in the  past to call his na tional security 
bureaucracy to t ask. He can show the bureau
cracy t ha t he  expects  it to be more rigorous  in 
dete rmining wha t is vita l or  important or  
un importa nt.  Specifically, he can  reject rea
soning which simply asserts that  security is 
indivis ible, and he  can foster the  belief  that  
while the  world is an  inte rconne cted whole, 
actions  can  be tak en  in cer tain  par ts of  the  
world  to com pensate  for  actions  which are 
not tak en  elsewhere. For  example, if the real 
con cer n about Vietn am  were the  effect o f its 
loss on  Jap an, the  Mid dle  East and Berlin, 
could we no t take act ions in each  of  these 
places to mitigate the  “Vie tnam fallout”?

No ne  o f these efforts with  the  bureaucracy 
can succeed, however , unless there is a 
chan ge in general political atti tudes as well. 
If ant i-Communism persis ts as an  overrid ing 
domes tic political issue it will also be the 
main bureaucrat ic issue. Alte ring  publ ic 
atti tude s will t ake time, education,  and pol it
ical courage—a nd it will crea te a real dilemma 
for the  President.  If the Pres iden t goes “ too  
far” in re-educating public  and congressional 
opinio ns about Comm unism, he may find 
that  he  will have  little  support  for  th rea ten ing  
or  using milita ry force when he believes th at  
our security  really is at stake. In the  end, it 
will still be the  President  who is held resp on
sible for  U.S.  security . Yet, if ou r Vie tnam 
experience has  taught  us any thing, it is th at  
the  Pres ident must begin the  process of  re
edu cation despi te the  risks.
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DOCUMENTS RELATING TO OSS ACTIVITY 
IN FRENCH INDOCHINA 

INTRODUCTION
Sections I,  II , and I I I  have been reproduced by offset prin ting  in 

order to convey to the reader a better  sense of the orig inal documents. 
Because of thei r poor legibility the documents in section IV were 
set in print keeping the format  of the original documents.
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I. THE “DEER” MISSION TO VIET MINH HEAD
QUARTERS, JULY-SEPTEMBER, 1945

SP EC IAL OPERATIONS BRANCH 
APO 6 2 7

D at e s 1q May 194-5

SUBJECT : L e t t e r  o f  I n s t r u c t i o n s .

TO : Lia j. Thom as

1 . You a re  SO Team Ho.  _______________ _______ , Code
name D eer_____ . You en d your te am  a re  to  p ro ceed  to  Pose h
__________ a s  you r f i r s t  d e s t i n a t i o n .  V'hen yo u a r r i v e  a t  your
f i r s t  d e s t i n a t i o n  yo u w i l l  be  m et  by (_________
____________  from  th e  OSS Sub B ase . I n  th e  ev e n t yo u a r e  n o t me t
by  him  yo u w i l l  in q u ir e  CCC.E q.___________________________________
w ha t h i s  ph on e nu mb er  i s ’ oi’ how to  c o n ta c t hi m . You a r e  t.o t e l l

•____________________ in to  v h a t a re a  yo u a re  g o in g  an d he  w i l l
a s s i s t  yo u in  re a c h in g  yo ur f i n a l  d e s t in a t io n .

2 . Your te a m 's  an d your m is s io n  i s  to  i n t e r d i c t  Ja p  
l in e s  o f  Co m mun icat io n i n  th e  Han oi  — Ningm ing
________a r e a ,  t h i s  in c lu d e s  RH & Highwa y ;
your se co n d a ry  m is s io n s  a re  to  wor k w it h  g u e r r i l l a s  as  w e ll  as 
in d ic a te  t a r g e t s  o f  o p p o r tu n it y  f o r  th e  a i r  f o r c e ,  You a re  to
o p e ra te  w it h  ________ I and Chinese units as assigned
See a t ta c h e d  o v e r la y  f o r  your o p e ra ti n g  a r e a .  From  tim e to  tim e 
you may be  ask ed  f o r  w ea th er r e p o r t s  f o r  a i r  d ro ps a s  w e ll  as  f o r  
a i r  fo rc e  o p e r a t io n s .  T h is  in fo rm a ti o n  w i l l  be  ask ed  by  (1 ) 

(2 )C a p t  T horn to n  , whose  co de  name i s  (1 ) f o r  th e  a ^r  fo rc e

3» The Comm anding and L ia is o n  o f f i c e r  o f  a l l  te am s ope-
• r a t i n g  in  th e  a r e a  m enti oned  in  p a ra g ra p h  2 w i l l  b e ___________ |

________ , wh ose co de  name i s  Chow » and  " t* 2 * 4 * * * * * 10 w i l l  he  w it h
th e  h e a d q u a r te rs  o f  CCC a t  Pose h (? )_______________ .
He w i l l  c o o r d in a te , as' •much  as  p o s s ib le ,  th e  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  th e  
SG te am s i n  th e  a r e a .  From  him  yo u w i l l  r e c e iv e , from  tim e to  
ti m e , in s t r u c t i o n s  an d q u e s ti o n s .

4 . Yo ur r a d io  co m m un ic at io ns  w i l l  be t i e d  i n  to  _________
______ fn d  fo r  a l l  your su p p ly  r e q u e s ts  yo u w i l l  us e su p p ly  code
l i s t  is s u e d  to  you , an d th e y  w i l l  be ta k e n  c a re  o f  by  L t ', /h a ll en
_ ______th u s  r e l i e v i n g __________________.___ o f p u re ly  a d m in is t r a -  „
t iv e  m a t te r s ,  A lt hough  your co m m un ic at io ns  w i l l  be  w it h  _______
____________________________w i l l  r e l a y e d  a 11 m ess ag es  s e n tby yo u.
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1 > 17 J u ly  1945
i Kumlung 

R ece iv ed  a t  Kunming Ton ki n 
27 J u ly  1945  v ia  F .I .C .

To : Chow v ia  Wampler 

•From: Dee r R e p o rt  #1

I .  The L an din g:

We a l l  la n d ed  s a f e ly .  3 g t  Z e i l s k i ,  L t H o n tf o rt  an d I  la n d ed  in  
t r e e s  and g o t  a few  min or  s c r a tc h e s .  W hi le ha ngin g i n  th e  t r e e  I  
whipp ed  o u t my H an di e T a lk ie  and was ab le  to  h e a r  yo u an sw er  once .
I  was  unab le  to  p u l l  o u t my v e ry  p i s t o l .

I I .  The R e c e p ti o n :

We were f i r s t  g re e te d  by  \'iof  AGAS an d by
fthe boy from  B ost on , an d em plo yed by GBT. I  th e n  was c a l le d  on 

f o r  a s h o r t  speech  to  th e  g u a rd . Th ey  p re se n te d  arm s an d I  gav e 
f o r th  a fev/ fl o w ery  s e n te n c e s . The g u a rd  c o n s is te d  o f ab o u t 200 
arm ed  men. Arm ament c o n s is te d  o f  F re nch  r i f l e s ,  a few  B re n s , a  few 
to m m ies,  a few c a rb in e s  an d a  few  s te n s .  I  was th e n  e s c o r te d  t o  ITr.  
R oe , one  o f th e  b ig  le a d e rs  o f  th e  (V ie t Hinh Lea gu e)  P a r ty . He 
sp eak s e x c e l le n t  E n g li sh  b u t i s  very  weak p h y s ic a l ly  as  he  r e c e n t ly  
w al ke d i n  from  T s in g s i . He re c e iv e d  us mos t c o r d ia l ly ,  We th e n  
were show n our q u a r te r s .  They ha d b u i l t  f o r  us  a s p e c ia l  bamboo 
s h e l t e r ,  c o n s is t in g  o f  a bamboo f lo o r  a  few  f e e t  o f f  th e  gro und and 
a r o o f  o f  pa lm  le a v e s . We th e n  ha d su pper c o n s is ti n g  o f  B ee r 
( r e c e n t ly  c a p tu re d )  r i c e ,  bamboo s p r o u ts , an d bar becu ed  ster/ sT. They 
f r e s h ly  s la u g h te re d  a cow in  our h o no r.

I I I .  Equ ip m en t:

Il o ti ii ng  ap p ears  b ro ken . By 7 Pii  th e y  had b ro u g h t a l l  th e  co n
t a in e r s  to  our “house* '.

IV . W ea th er :

C oo le r th s n  P ose h . . e s l e p t  ver y  co m fo rt ab ly  on our  s i l k  s h e e ts .

V. H cd io :

We t id e d  to  make c o n ta c t a t  8 :0 0  t h i s  mor ning  (1 7 J u ly )  b u t 
s u n s u c c e s s fu l,  b u t w i l l  t r y  to n i t e  on 6 o ’c lo c k  sk e d . AGAS s e n t 

bac k -word on  t i . e i r  r a d io  t h a t  ue  we . e a l l  C.K.

V I.  Con fe re nce  w it h  H r.  Hoe , P a r ty  L eader:

Had lo ng  co n fe re n ce  w it h  Ho e, l t h i s  m or ning  (17 J u ly )
The main d i s c u s s io n  c e n te re d  on  ou r t a r g e t  an d th e  F re n ch .



A. F i r s t  th e  F re n ch . ’ r .  F.oe s a id  i f  th e  g u -rd  had  know n F o n t-  
f o r t  wa3 F re nch  th e y  m ig ht ha ve  ha d hi- a sh o t on  th e  s p o t .  H r.  Hoe 
p e r s o n a ll y  l i k e s  many F re nch  b u t he  sa y s  m os t o f ?. is  s o ld i e r s  don’ t .  
He sa ys when th e  Fr en ch , r e t r e a t e d  fr om  Caobang th ey  sh o t an d g a s se d  
many p o l i t i c a l  p r is o n e r s .  H o n tf o r t’ s i d e n t i t y  was  g iv e n  away a t  on ce  
because  one  o f  th e  Ann em ite s re c o g n iz e d  him  h .v in g  known him  a t  Cao 
ba ng .

He c o n ti n u ed  to  sa y t h a t  th e  p a r ty  ha d ab ou t 3 ,0 00 or more men 
under  arms  in  Ton ki n and t h a t  we w ou ld  be  h e lp ed  ev er yw he re  we w en t-  
pr ov id eo , th e  F re n ch  were n o t w it h  u s . I  ask ed  i f  he w ou ld  ag re e  t o  
us se nd in g  i n  o n ly  th e  F re nch  o f f i c e r s  an d th e  A nn am ite s a t  P ose h .
He s a id  no . He w i l l  welcom e 10 m i l l io n  A m er ic an s,  ho v/ ev er , He 
f u r th e r  ag re ed  t h a t  i f  th e  F re nch  ag re ed  he wo uld co n sen t to  our 
b r in g in g  in  th e  A nn am ites  now a t  P ose h . Ho v/e ver, f o r  s e v e r a l  re a so n s  
i t  wou ld  be b e t t e r  n o t t o :

1)  He ca n  g iv e  me h ere  as  many men a s  I  need . He recom me nds n o t 
more th a n  10 0. Many a re  p a r t i a l l y  t r a i n e d  under  a le a d e r  who was 
t r a in e d  in  g u e r i l l a  w a rfa re  by  th e  Hav y in  C hin a.

2)  The se  men h e re  know th e  co u n tr y  b e t t e r .
3) S e c u r i ty . Too  many p la n e s  w i l l  a t t r a c t  th e  J a p s .
4)  D o u b tf u l i f  th e  F re nch  w i l l  g iv e  them  up .
He i s  w i l l i n g  t h a t  PHAC an d LCGC3 re m ain  h e re , b u t s in c e  th e y  

a re  a s s o c ia te d  w it h  th e  F re nch  p r e f e r s  t h e i r  r e tu r n .  He can  f u r n is h  
us w it h  a l l  th e  i n t e r p r e t e r s  we n eed .

B. Sec on d th e  t a r g e t .  He su g g e s ts  a ch an ge  in  our t a r g e t ,  t o  
w i t :  o p e ra te  on  th e  T hai  Ngu ye n,  Bac  Ka n, Cao Ban g ro a d  in s te a d  o f  
K an oe -L an gs on  ro a d , f o r  th e  fo ll o w in g  re a so n s :

1) The a i r f o r c e  ha s d is r u p te d  th e  t r a f f i c  on  E an oi- L an gso n  ro c d .
2)  I t  h as l o s t  i t s  im port ance  s in c e  H an ni ng  was ta k e n .
3) The J a p s  a re  in  much g r e a te r  fo rc e  i n  t h a t  a r e a .
4)  The  VHL P a r ty  a re  n o t a s  s tr o n g  o r as  w e ll  armed  i n  t h a t  a re a
5) The J a p s  a re  c o n s ta n tl y  u s in g  th e  Tha i-H gu ge n- Bac  Ka n.  For e 

so  t h a t  H an oi -L an gs on  ro a d .
6)  B e t te r  a re a  f o r  t r a i n in g  s o ld i e r s  h e re .
7) The p re s e n t a re a  i s  co m p le te ly  c o n t r o l le d  by  th e  VML. -Ho 

Ja p s  p e n e t r a te .
o)  T h is  a re a  i s  becoming s t a t i c  an d from  h e re  we ca n  ta k e  ou r 

men a f t e r  th e y  a re  t r a i n e d  an d more so u th  o p e ra te  on  th e  RR to  L ao - 
ka y an d e v e n tu a ll y  on  th e  HR l i n e  H an o i- S a ig o n , which  i s  much more 
v i t a l  and im p o r ta n t,  or  i f  n e c e s sa ry  ta k e  our t r a in e d  men an d o p e ra te  
on  E an oi- L cn gso n ro a d .

VZZ Re co m men da tio ns :

I  u rg e n tl y  recommend th e  fo ll o w in g  -and r e q u e s t th e  fo ll o w in g :

a)  E li m in a te  a l l  F re nch  and Annamese a t  P ose h .
b)  R e tu rn  K o n tf o r t , Ph ac  A Lo go s to  P ose h . T his  ca n be  done

so on as th e y  Lave  co m ple te d  an  L -5  s t r i p  an d \ i s  go in g
o u t F r id a y  (2 0 J u ly )  by  L -J .

c) P a ra c h u te  a l l  th e  r e s t  o f b o th  te am s in cl udin g; m e d ic a l men 
h ere  as  so on  a s  p o s s ib le  w i th - a l l  arms  and .'b o u t l / 3 r d  o f  th e . dem o-
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l i ’c io n  eq uip m en t.
g) T ra in  t  e men her e en d th e n  »?.ove n o r th  en d o p e ra te  n e r  Cho 

Chu ’..'h ere  ve  w i l l  g e t  an o th e r DZ an d dr op  th e  re m ain der o f  th e  su p
p l i e s .  he p la n  to  s e t  up a f a i r l y  pe rm an en t b -s e  th e r e .

e ) R e c a ll  £.nd R ong lo is  im m ed ia te ly  to  Pose n. I f
th ey  ha ve  s t a r t e d  ou t w alk in g  an  e f f o r t  mus t be  made to  r e c r l l  th a n .

f )  Send  down O'.iT news pho to s an d p r in t in g  paper f o r  l o c a l  w or k.  
Wou ld be a  b ig  h e lp .

g) F o rg e t th e  Com munist Bogy . in.iL is  n o t Co mm unist . S ta nds f o r  
fr ee dom  an d re fo rm s from  F re nch  h a rsh n e s s . VLL wo uld  be  w i l l in g  to  
t a l k  to  some High  Ke nk ing F re nch  o f f i c e r  (G e n era l S e b o t ie r ,  eg ) and. 
se e  w hat  F re nch  wou ld  ha ve  to  o f f e r .  I f  F re nch  go  p a r t  way  w it h  them  
th e y  n ig h t work w it h  F re nch— p a r t i c u l a r l y ,  i f  S e b a t ie r  wou ld  come 
h e r e . I t  m ig ht  be do ne .

eq u ip m en t:

Try  to  g e t  th e  fo ll o w in g  in  a d d i ti o n  to  wha t we have: 6 A m er ic an s

1 . 10 II“3 ’s w it h  S i le n c e r s  (Good fo r  Ja p  s e n t r i e s  & ad va nc e
gu ard s)

2 . 4 m o rt a rs  (60mn) w it h  Ammo
3 . Ju n g le  b o o ts , sn e ak e rs  or  sa n d a ls  o r  c lo th  sh oes f o r  ea ch  

Amer ican  in  a d d i t io n  to  G -I  sh o e s .
4 . B la n k e t or  l i g h t  s le e p in g  ba g p e r man a s  th e  n ig h ts  g e t  c o o l.
5 . A l l  r a t io n s  p o s s ib le .
6 . P le n ty  o f  co ok in g u t e n s i l s .
7 .  5 5“g&l w a te r c a n s . 10 fo ld in g  ca nvas  w ate r b u c k e ts .
8 . P le n ty  o f D r a t i o n s .
9 . P le n ty  o f m os qu ito  r e p e l l e n t  a t  le a s e  300 b o w ti e s .

10 . P le n ty  o f  m ed ic a l s u p p li e s  e s p e c ia l ly  fo r  s k in  in f e c t io n  su ch  
a s : (Some pois onous p la n ts  h e re ) F r a z e r ’s  s o lu t io n ,  p o ta ss iu m  
per m angan ate , s a l i c y l i c  a c id  o in tm en t.

11 . H x tr a  to o th b ru sh e s .
12 . P le n ty  o f  e n tr e n c h in g  to o ls  and m a c h e tt e s . (1 0 o f  ea ch )
13 . H elm et  p e r A m er ic an .
14 . I.i os qu ito  n e t s .  (1 00 )
15 . 100  Green  f a ti g u e  s u i t s ,  sm a ll  s i z e s ,  o r ca m oufl ag ed  ju n g le  

s u i t s  an d m ec han ic s ca ps  (n o khak i c lo th e s )
16. 1  p r  khak i s h o r ts  p e r  Amer ic an .
17 . 20 h an c ie  t a l k i e s  (SCR 53^ ) i f  p o s s ib le -e x tr e m e ly  u s e f u l  f o r  

ou r s e n t r i e s  on m ou nta in  p eak s,  ( sp a re  b e t t e r i o s )
lo .  C andle s -  as many a s  p o s s ib le .
19 . H ap s.  I f  p o s s ib le  5 co m pl et e s e t s  o f 1 :1 00 ,0 00  f o r  Ton ki n 

(I ndo -C h in a  e d i t io n  19 37 )-  A lso. so m e map (5  s e t s )  to  co ve r 
a re a  so u th  o f H an oi  as  f a r  Sout h a s  H a ti n h  r o t  H a ti n h  
(1 8 -4 0 , 10b  and  w es t 200  k il o m e te rs ) . E s s e n t ia l  f o r  parL o is  
and as g i f t s  to  p s r ty  and m i l i t a r y  c h ie f s  who ne ed  nap s b ad ly  
/. Is o  na o s c a le  1 :1 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0  (H ind JCOO) shee "t #  K 3  4 8 , en 
t i t l e d  "HUB".
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30 . Two (2 ) ga s d ri v en  go ne r cst ors  and two (2 ) lo ud sp ea ke rs  fo r 
6$4.

21 . O'./I News p ic tu r e s  an d news l e a f l e t s  in  An nanese i f  p o s s ib le
22 . P le n ty  o f  p ic tu r e  m ag az in es  ( L i f e ) ,  books,  new sp aper s.
23 . Am mu nit ion  f o r  p re s e n t wespo ns  th y h a v e - a s  much a s  p o s s ib le  

o f fo ll o w in g :
a) 9mm f o r  s te n
b)  .3 03  c a l  f o r  B re ns.
c)  3ma f o r  F re nch  r i f l e s .

24. 25 to  50 .4 5  c a l  p i s t o l s .
25 . Buy p le n ty  o f  s a l t  a t  F ose h . n a t iv e s  v e ry  s h o r t  o f i t .
26 . Te n ( a t  le a_ ,t ) w ir e  c u t t e r s  ana  p o le  c li m b in g  sp ik e s  (To 

r a i s e  h e l l  w it h  te le g r a p h ic  sy st em )
27. B az or f o r  p ru m ie r.
28 . 1 sm a ll  p o r ta b le  ty p e w r it e r .
29 . 10 w atc hes f o r  o p e r a ti o n a l g i f t s  t o  p a r ty  and m i l i t a r y  

le a d e r s .
30 . S e v e ra l po un ds  p r in t in g  p ap e r f o r  l o c a l  pap e rs  an d 120 w or k.  

Need ro ugh  p ap e r to  ta k e  t h e i r  in k . S iz e  24M x  12” ap p ro x .

ALLISON E . THCLi-.S 
I’a j o r ,  I n f .  * 
L ea d er,  Team DZE2.
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Kim lun g
FTC

20 J u ly  1945
TO : M ajor  Wam pler

FROM: M aj or  Thom as

1 . I  am se n d in g  a  co m pl et e w r i t t e n  r e p o r t  to  
w hic h I  w ou ld  l i k e  to  ha ve  you r e a d .

2 . I  am se n d in g  t h i s  ba ck  by  L;ho ca n  v e r i f y  a i:
th e  f a c t s .

3 . The f i r s t  f a c t  i s  t h a t  a l l  th e  F re nch  an d Annamese a t  
P ose h w i l l  ha ve  to  be  e li m in a te d  o r we w i l l  ha ve  t o  go  back . Th< 
VI.LL P a r ty  i s  v e ry  s tr o n g  her e en d one  ca nno t work w it h o u t them . 
Th ey ha ve  a lo ng  l i s t  o f  g r ie v a n c e s  a g a in s t th e  F re nch . How ever 
th e y  wou ld  be  w i l l i n g  to  t a l k  to  a  h ig h  ra n k in g  F re nch  o f f i c i a l  
l i k e  G en e ra l S e b a t ie r ,  w hi ch  we m ig ht be a b le  t o  a r ra n g e , i f  th e  
F re n ch  a re  re ed y  to  g r a n t  c e r t a in  c o n c e s s io n s .

4 . R equest  t e n t a t i v e  ch an ge  i n  t a r g e t  a r e a . Would l i k e  to  
t r a i n  our men h e re  to  do some wor k n e a r  Cho Chu an d th e n  move 
to w ard  H an oi -L an gs on  Ro ad . The re  i s  b e t t e r  s e c u r i ty  h e re  f o r  
t r a i n in g  an d  th e  p a r ty  i s  s tr o n g  h e r e .

/ s /  M ajor  A.K.  Thomas 
0- 12 34 24 1
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APPSl-iHIX I

L i s t  o f  g r ie v s n c e s  VHL P a r ty  h as a g in s t  F re nch :

1) H r.  Hoe , th e  c h i e f ,  ha s ha d h i s  w if e  an d c h i ld r e n  ta k e n  
away fr om  him  by  th e  F re nch  an d h is  la n d s  burn ed .

2)  The F re nch  on  le a v in g  Cao ba ng , g a s se d  and sh o t p o l i t i c a l  
p r i s o n e r s .

3) Heavy ta x e s  on  gr ow th  an d s a le  o f  fo od .
4) Ho c o n g re g a ti o n  o f  more  th a n  5 pers ons p e rm it te d  w it h o u t 

a l i c e n s e .
5) P r a c t i c a l l y  f o rc e d  s a le  o f  op ium  an d a lc o h o l on  th e  

p o p u la ti o n .
6)  IIo fr ee do m  o f  p r e s s .
7)  Out law o f  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s .
8)  C o n tr o l an d l i m i t a t i o n  o f  s a l t .

T h is  i s  o n ly  a  p a r t i a l  l i s t

APP5HDIX I I

V1JL P a r ty :

1)  V1.-L s ta n d s  f o r  V ie t K in h Lea gu e.
2) I t  i s  an  am al ga m at io n o f  a l l  p a r t i e s  in  19 40 .
3)  I t  i s  a la rg e  an d s tr o n g  fo ll o w in g  a t  l e a s t  3 ,0 0 0  arm ed  men 

i n  T onkin  a lo n e .
4)  I t  s ta n d s  f o r  fr ee dom  an d in depen dence .
5) I t  i s  n o t Com munist  o r Com munis t c o n t r o l le d  o r  Com munis t le d
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HEADQUARTERS
OFFICE CF STRATEGIC SERVICES 

CniNA THEATER 
APO 627

17 September 1945

SUBJECT 1 Repor t on Doer M is si on .• 

TO 1 Chief*  SO Branch, OSS/CT.

I,  O rg a n iz a ti o n  a t  Kunm ing.

A. Perso nnel!
1) Major ALLISON K. THOMAS, 0-12 842 /4, Team L eader
2) L t.  Rone DEF0URN2AUX, O-8879I3, Aset.  Team Leader
3) l e t  Sg t Will iam ZEIL~KI, 35540059* Radio Op era tor
4) s /s g t Lawrence VOGT, 32246498, Vtoapona In st ru c to r
5)  Sgt Aaron SQUIRES, 32056087* F ie ld  Pho to.
6) Pfo Paul HOAGLAND, 42097161, Male Nuroe.
7) Pfo  Honry PRUNIER, 11071414, Annomose In te rp re te r 

(Pfo Pru ni er  Joined ua la te r  at  Tsing si  -  18 June)

B. Mia siom
1) Our primary mi ssi on  was to  pe ne tr at e in to  Fronoh  Indo-China by 

food and so t up a base near  th e Hanoi-Lang3on road and ra il ro ad  and to  de st ro y,  
blow up and ren der  uoo loos as  much o f th e road and ra il ro ad  os poss ib le .

2) Secondary to  th is  was tho  ga th er in g of  in te ll ig ence , tho ro boin g 
th e p o ss ib il it y  th a t th e miss ion might ev en tu al ly  be one of  in te ll ig ence on ly .

3) ?'e were to  work w ith anotho r toam le d by Capt.  Ho lland.  I t  was 
planned th a t a f te r  ou r a rr iv a l in  FIC tho two teams would s p l i t  up each wi th 
approximate ly 5°  g u e ri ll a s  apl ooo.

C. Br ie fin g!  \
1) Wo wore ab ly  br ie fe d by L t.  Sco tt o f P .I . and by R&A, who fu rn 

ished ua wi th pho tographs and a complete  lo g of the Hanoi-Langson ro ad .
2) The Mapping Se ct ion was most he lp fu l in  gi vi ng  us a l l  maps re 

qu ested .
3) Capt. Brown of  S .I . gave us  on ex ce llen t b ri ef in g  on what was 

known of J.O«B. in  F .I .C .

D. Su pp lie s!
1) Wo Wei's su pp lie d with weapons and mi scell aneo us  item s fo r a

•standard*  50-mon g u o ri ll a  group includ ing p ri nc ip a ll y  oo rb ino s, Tommies, 
Bazookas, & demoli tio n equip ment . (2) Honors hero go to  Capt.  Tolman in  R&A who was most hel pf ul in  
h is  ad vice  on th e la te s t  demo lit ion  ga dg ets.

83-6 05 O -7 3  - 17
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I I .  P re pa ra tion  a t Pos eh.

A. Our f i r s t  le g of  th e .journ ey was to  proceed to  Poseh to  co ntac t
OSS Hq th er e under the comnand of  who was to  ar rang e de
t a i l s  of  the march in to  FIC,  includ ing the  ob ta in in g of  the tro op s we were 
to  have, e tc .

B. On the 21st May, I Sgt . Vogt , Sgt . Z e il sk i,  l e f t
by tr uc k and t r a i l e r  fo r Pos eh.

C. On th e 26th  of  May Sgt Squi re s,  Pf c Hoagland, and my sel f l e f t  by
plan e from  Kunming and ar ri ve d a t Pos eh th e same time as  th e  ot he rs  who had 
come by tr uck . That  af te rn oo n I had a confere nce wi th jC ap t.  BABINEAU,
Capt.  HOLLAND, and Capt.  BOGGS. I t  was dec ided th a t I would le av e to  Tsing si  
(C hin ghsi)  tomorrow to  co ntac t Mr. Georges Vtou who had two companies of border  
p a tr o l troo ps  plac ed  a t ou r d is posi ti on  by the Chinese  Ma rsh all  of  th e War 
Zone.  These two companies were to  be tr a in ed  by us and accompany us  in to  FIC- 
in  ot her  words thes e troo ps  were to  be ou r g u e ri ll a s .

I I I . P re par at io n  fo r Miss ion  a t T si ngsi .

27 Mayi I l e f t  Poseh fo r T sing si  by L-5  pl an e.  Very in te re s ti n g  t r ip  over 
th e mo untains . (The p il o t go t lo s t fo r  15 min utes and I  tho ught I  was over th e 
FIC bo rder  a lr ea dy).  I  was met a t th e sma ll a ir  s tr ip  by Ca pt . Gwinn of  the 
Chinese Combat Command (CCC) and Ca pt.  F is h , Ai r L ia ison  O ff ic er  of the 69th  
Wing, bo th of  wham had sm all de tach ne nt s th e re .

(Th at ni gh t I  was ro yall y  in tro du ce d to  th e town by hav ing  a "Gahm Bay* 
part y  a t the Golden Gate Res taur an t under th e au sp ices  of the 

•Dragon  Lady" where I was in tro du ce d over wine cups to  var io us Chinese  
o ff ic e rs  of the 62nd Army)

28 May: I  was ab ly bri ef ed  on th e m il it a ry  s it u a ti o n  by Ca pt . Gwinn o f 
CCC who in di ca te d th er e were ve ry  few Jap tro op s on th e f ro n ti e r  and th a t only 
th e towns were he ld  in  fo rc e . I he ld  a lon g conference* with Mr. Georges Vfou- 
a most ab le  and pl ea sa nt  man. He had been  edu cated in  'Europe and spoke French  
fl u e n tl y  and some Eng lis h.  He was a Chinese C iv il  Adm in is tra to r in  the na tu re  
of  a Border Police  and Customs O ff ic ia l who had two B at ta lions of  tr oo ps -n ot  
re gu la r army-under h is  command. In  b ri e f h is  troo ps  were po or ly  armed and 
tr a in ed  and would welcome new equipment. They would be ready  to  s t a r t  tr a in 
ing  in  a week and would be w il li ng  to  cros s th e f ro n ti e r . (Exac t lo ca ti on  of  
ou r ta rg e t a t th is  time was not re ve al ed  to  Mr. Wou, no r was i t  ev er  reve aled  
to  him as  subsequen t ev en ts made a change in  p la ns) .

29 May; Informed by /(tha t Kunming was g e tt in g  100 Annamese tro op s
and French  o ff ic e rs  fo r my us e.

31 May> Remainder of my team and Ca pt.  HOLLAND'S team le f t  Poseh afoo t 
fo r T si ngsi.

Attended gr ad ua tio n exerc is es  fo r the  HCO's o f th e 62nd Army. 
Gave a spe ech  in  which I s ta te d  we were fi gh ti ng  ag ai ns t th e Ja ps  and wished 
them good lu ck , e tc . Met Gen eral  Wang o f th e 62nd. Thi s had no th ing to  do 
wi th my m ission , but sinc e I  was the hi gh es t ran kin g American o ff ic e r  in  town



i t  was consi der ed  more  o r  le s s  o b li g a to ry  to  a tt e n d  such  fu n c ti o n s . T h eir  
s a lu te  to  Sun Yat su n seemed s in cere  and  was ver y  im pr es si ve .

2 Ju ne: Made co n ta c t a t T sin g si w ith ẑho I  le a rn ed  fo r  th e
f i r s t  tim e was an OSS re p re se n ta ti v e , al th ough I  had  not bee n to ld  o f  h is  ex 
is te n c e  when I  was a t  Kunming. As fa r a3 I  co ul d g a th e r he was OSS su ppli ed  bu t 
was only  50% OSS fu rn is h in g  in fo rm ati on  a ls o  to  AGA3 and was o r ig in a l ly  p a r t 
o f a ne bu lous  m yst er io us GHT o rg a n iz a ti o n . |was an ex trem el y im po rtan t
c o n ta c t.  He was in  e x ce ll e n t re la ti o n s h ip  w ith th e  Chi ne se , was re sp ec te d  by 
CCC and a l l  co nc er ne d.  Hi s in te l li g e n c e  on Jap a c t i v i t i e s  in  FIC was o f th e  
b e st  and  ra te d  th e  h ig h est by a l l  a t  T s in g s i.  Al so  as f a r  as  I  co ui d d is co v er,  
a lt h o  he was OSS su p p li ed , OSS to ok h is  in te ll ig e n c e  re p o rt s  w ith a g ra in  o f 
s a l t .  I t  was he who in form ed  me th a t i t  would  be im poss ib le  to  work  w it h  th e  
Fr en ch  in  FIC.  (T his  l a t e r  tu rn ed  out to  ba 100% t r u e ) .  Hi s r e p o rts  were se n t 
to  a L t.  Fenn  a t Kunming, whom I  d id n 't  know.

3 -4  Ju ne: \w ir es  th a t C ap t.  EBAUGH w il l a r r iv e  to  ta ke  over  th e
Chinese  tr o o p s o f Mr.  Wou and  I  w il l work  w ith  Fr en ch  and Annami te tr o o p s . Ka j. 
C ourt h la c , Fr en ch  Array, fro m Kunming and |a rr iv ed  T s in g s i w ith  p la n s
to  work w ith 100 Fr en ch  and an namite  tr o o p s . The  co m po si tio n o f th e  Fren ch  
tr o o p s was ap pro xim at el y as  fo ll o w s< 40 whi te  Fre nc h s o ld ie r s , 60 Annamese
s o ld ie r s ,  8 Fr en ch  o f f i c e r s .  Th ese  tr o o p s were a lr ead y  a t T s in g s i,  ha ving  
re c e n tl y  come from FI C. A "h ig h le v e l"  co nf er en ce  was h e ld , th e  fo ll ow in g  
per so ns be in g p re se n ts

Am eric an Army Fr en ch  Army

Majo r C ourt h la c , from Kunming
M ajor  THOMAS C ap t.  Baudenon, Commanding Fre nch  troops

lo f  th e  Fr en ch
In te ll ig e n c e  M is si on  a t T s in g s i.

The fo ll o w in g  p o in ts  were ta ken up:
1)  Q ues ti on of per m is si on  of Fre nc h Troo ps  to  s ta y . (said th a t

th e  Ch ines e M ar sh al l o f th e  4 th  'Ja r Zone had now gi ve n h is  p erm is si on  fo r  th e  
Fre nc h tr o o p s to  remain 4 weeks more  in  th e  4 th  War Zone,  al th ough th ey  had 
re c e n tl y  been  ord ere d  o u t.

2) Que st io n o f c lo th in g . The Fr en ch  s ta te d  th a t in  a d d it io n  to  arms
th e  Fr en ch  would have to  hav e c lo th in g . S ta te d  he would  se e wha t he
co ul d do ab ou t th a t .

3) Que st io n o f so ld ie rs  pay and fo od . M ajor  C ourt hla c ev en  approach ed  
th e  su b je c t o f our pay in g th e  Fr en ch  s o ld ie r s . "Le so l"  as he c a ll e d  i t .  When 
I  po in te d  ou t how pre post ero us t h i s  was th e  su b je c t was dropped ev en  h o tt e n  th an  
a "ho t p o ta to ."  He a ls o  wan ted us  to  fu rn is h  fo od  and  r a ti o n s . Th isw as  l i k e 
wise  demu ire d to  and re je c te d  to  to to  by th e  Am eric an d e le g a ti o n . (L a te r i t  
was ag re ed  th a t  th e  Fr en ch  might  be ab le  to  Buy a  c e r ta in  amount o f  C ra ti o n s  
fro m u s) .

4)  Time T ab le  f o r  t r a in in g  and movement o f tr oops in to  FICi
7 June-Advance p a r ty  c o n s is ti n g  o f some Am eric ans  and  1 Fr en ch  se c ti o n  

move so uth  to  f r o n t ie r  to  s e t up tr a in in g  camp.
9 June-Advance P a rt y  a r r iv e  t r a in in g  camp.

12 Jun e-M ain  p a rt y  jo in  advance p a r ty  and  t r a in in g  in  Am erican  an as  
would be gin .

14  June-Advance P a rty  c o n s is ti n g  o f Am erican  o f f ic e r s  and  ra d io  w ith 
one sm al l Fr en ch  squad le a se  bv .f oo t f o r  Advance Base in  FIC



somewhere so ut h of  Pho Binh Gia .
24 Jun e-A dvance P a rt y  a r r iv e  Advance Base FIC.
26 Ju ne- T ra in in g o f ma in body  end.
28 Jun e-M ain  body be gi n ma rch  to  FIC
10 Ju ly -M ain body jo in  Advance p a rt y  a t  Advance Ba se .

1 Aug -Commence dem oli ti on  a c ti o n  a g a in s t t a r g e t,  to  w it : Ha no i- 
Langson ro ad .

5) Para ch uting  o f  su p p li e s . I t  was de ci de d th a t what was nee ded fo r  
t r a in in g  and ma rch  would be par ac hute d a t tr a in in g  ba se  from p la ne coming from 
Po se h,  th e  re m ai nd er  to  be par ac hu te d a t  our Advance Bas e "beh ind th e  li n e s"  
in  FIC .

7 Ju ne: The r e s t  o f my team  and HnT.T. Ai m ' s  team a rr iv e d  T sin g si a f t e r  7 
days  ma rch from Po se h.  They en co un te re d se v era l d i f f i c u l t i e s  w it h  th e  mount
a in s  and in  g e tt in g  co o li e s to  tr a n sp o rt our su p p li e s , some o f  which  were 
be in g br ou gh t down to  s t a r t  tr a in in g  th e  Chinese  tr o o p s.

10 Ju ne1 The Fren ch  sa y th ey  are  di sc ou rg ge d be cause no Am erican  equip me nt 
y e t and th ey  on ly  have enough  money f o r  15 more  da ys . C ap t.  Ebaugh  a rr iv e d  
w it h  h is  team .

11 Ju ne; Thing s bre ak . f^wires he can  g e t c lo th e s  f o r  Fre nch . Fr en ch
sa y th ey  w il l "f ee d"  them se lv es  and money has a rri v e d  f o r  them. EBAUGH ta kes 
over th e  bord er  p a tr o l tr o o p s o f M. Yfou r e li e v in g  me o f th a t wor ry .

12  Ju nei Mr.  YJou Okehs th e  tr a in in g  a re a  fo r  our Fr en ch  tr oops a t Onning,
a sn a il  v i ll a g e  near  th e f r o n t ie r ,  a few k il om ete rs  west o f T it io u . The Fr en ch  
had inform ed  me th a t  t h i s  was se cu re  fro m Ja p ey es  and la rg e  eno ugh  f o r  t r a in 
in g purp ose s.

IV. T ri p  to  F ro n t ie r  and t r a in in g  o f Fre nch .

13 Ju ne: Am erican s w ith 20 Fr en ch  le ave  a fo o t fo r  Onning.
I  ro nain  a t  T sin g si to  t r y  and  arr an ge fo r  gu id es  fo r  our en tr y  

in to  FIC with  ( I  was ex trem el y an xi ou s fo r  n a ti v e  guid es  as I  th ou gh t
t h i s  was th e  only  p ra c ti c a b le  way to  e n te r  FIC sa fe ly . sa id  he co uld
e a s il y  a rr ange same th ro ug h h is  con ta ct  with  |tCBT-AGAS Man) who
was now in  c e n tr a l To nk in. Re ce ive d fo ll ow in g  wire from (on th e  su b je c t:
"PAITI se n t wi re 11 Jun e to  ([ (a u th o ri z in g  use o f GET f o r  g u id es ."  On
agai n  a p re ach in g  (he  inform ed  me th a t  ap p are n tl y  OSS and h i3  Hq. were
ha ving  d i f f i c u l t i e s  and th a t  he had been  inf orme d ex ac tl y  th e  co n tr a ry . T his  
was ex trem el y d is h ea tt en in g  to  m ys el f a s w el l as  | Vie co uld no t un de r
st an d why s in c e  we co uld g e t alon g so wel l in  th e f i e ld  why peo ple  in  Kunming 
could n’t  do li k e w is e . So I  had to  go ahead and  pr oc ee d w itho ut  gu id es , when 
same was re a d il y  a v a il a b le . Als o re ce iv ed  fo ll ow in g  wire from (quote :
"Have two Annarait e in te rp re te r s  and L t.  S te w art , S . I .  w ith  Radio  and Cap t. 
Popper o f S & T.  They w il l b ri n g  and t r a i n  in te l li g e n c e ."  un qu ot e.

14  Ju ne : Main body of Fr en ch  l e f t  fo r  Onning.

15 Ju ne: Re ce ive d fo llow in g vri re from HOLLAND now a t  Onning:
"Area u n su it ab le . Ko s u it a b le  drop  gr ou nd . Jap a c t i v i t i e s  too 
c lo se . Hold Main Body T s in g s i. "
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l6  Ju no : L eft  T sin g si w ith Ca pt.  Baudenon  "on hors e f u l l  spee d ahe ad" fo r  
Onning. Yes, th e  Fr en ch  had  giv en  us  a bad s t e e r  in  s e le c ti n g  On nin g. Kot 
s u f f ic ie n t  fo od  o r  q u a rt e rs  he re  fo r  100 men and  no s u it a b le  dr op  grou nd . I  
is su ed  o rd e r f o r  ev eryo ne  to  move to  T it io u .

o Po seh

o T s in g s i

I
—o T it io u

17 Jun e 1 Made re cce  a t T it io u  and foun d su it a b le  DZ and p la c e  fo r  
q u a rte rs  and  t r a in in g .

18  Ju ne « Rec eive d fo ll ow in g  messa ge from |"W ire  from Kunming o rd e rs
no is su in g  su p p li e s  o r  equ ipm ent to  Fr en ch  pe nd ing so lu ti o n  o f d i f f i c u l t i e s .  
B el ie ve th ey  su sp ec t doub le cro ss —Let  you know fu r th e r  de ve lo pm en ts ."  Al so 
re ce iv ed  me ssa ge by c o u rie r  to  th e e f fe c t  th a t  [had been  ord er ed  to
Kunming.  De cid ed  to  le ave  f o r  Po seh to  se a  what th e  Fr en ch  tr o u b le  was and 
a tt em pt to  co n ta c t l a t e s t  in te ll ig e n c e  on FIC as  he  was my o n ly ,
so urc e o f in fo rm at io n  on th e  su b je c t.  On th e  ro ad  to  T si n g si  fro m T it io u  mot 
Fre nc h r e a r  p a r ty . Comming down w ith them were  Cap t. Po pp er  and P fc  P ru n ie r.  
C ap t. Po pp er  th en  inf orme d me th a t he wa sn’ t  b ri n g in g  10 Annam ites  w ith  him 
bu t th a t  he was to  t r a in  10 Ann amites  f o r  in te ll ig e n c e  th a t had a lr ead y  been  
s e le c te d  fo r  him. I t  was th e  f i r s t  tim e I  had  he ard abou t th a t .  (T his  l a t e r  
tu rn ed  ou t to  be a so re  p o in t with  th e  Fr en ch  who ha dn ’t  been to ld  o f i t  
e i th e r  and th ey  c o u ld n 't  un de rs ta nd  why an  Am erican  shou ld  t r a i n  t h e i r  men in  
in te ll ig e n c e  f o r  FIC whan th ey  had  ju s t  come out o f th e re . Anyhow th ey  l e t  
POPPER go ah ead and  s e le c t  and  t r a i n  10 men, an d in  s p i te  o f Fre nc h o p p o si ti o n , 
he did  a ver y  c re d it a b le  jo b .)

19 Ju ne : At T s in g s i had l e f t  th e  fo llow in g me ssa ge fo r  me which
hud come to  him fro m "P le as e adv is e  Thomas i f  he e n te rs  FIC w ith
Fr en ch  he w il l f in d  whole popu la ti o n  a g a in s t them and w il l g e t no fo od, w il l 
a ls o  be sn ip ed  a t as  n a ti v e s  h a te  F re nch ."  T his  v e r if ie d  an  e a r l i e r  messa ge 
which s ta te d  th a t  a Fren ch -A mer ican  m is si on  would not a t a l l  be welcome. I  
had p re v io u s ly  d is cuss ed  th e  p o in t with  (and Fr en ch  o f f ic e r s  and th e
Fr en ch  Consu l a t T s in g s i.  They a ls o  as su re d  me th a t many tim es th e  n a ti v e s  had 
he lped  th e Fr en ch  in  FIC -i n  fa c t had  he lped  many es ca pe  fro m th e  Ja p s,  th a t  th e 
m a jo ri ty  o f th e  p o p u la ti o n  was pro -F re nch , and  th a t th e  m is si on  was su re  to  
su cc ee d e sp e c ia ll y  w it h  American O ff ic e rs  p re se n t and usi ng  Am erican  co ve r.  
(T hi s l a t e r  pr ov ed  p a r tl y  tr u e , p a r tl y  f a l s e .  The n a ti v e s  o f  FIC d id  he lp  th e 
Fren ch  on  hum an it ar ia n  p r in c ip le s  es ca pe,  bu t were an yt hi ng  bu t p ro -F re nch ).



I hnd my doubts abo ut tha m at te r and so did Major  RSVOL of  the French  
Miss ion  a t Tsing ai  (he  was the  on ly Frenchman who did)  who s ta te d  th a t un less  
we had an agreement  wi th th e VIETMINH part y , pe im it ting  the French to  en te r,  
i t  was ho pe less . (Events  la t e r  proved th is  to  be tr u e ).  (I nc id en ta ll y , the 
f i r s t  time  I had eve ry hea rd of  the VIETMINH was from the  French  a t T si ngsi ).

19 Ju ne :-26 Ju ne : Awaiting  OK to  supp ly Fre nch .
26 June : OK came from Hq au th or iz in g the  is su in g of  su pp lie s to  th e Fre nch. 

Hol land s ta rt e d  h is  tr a in in g  and continued tr a in in g  th a Fre nch  wi th Pop per  and 
|u n ti l 3 Ju ly .

28 Ju ne t At Poseh I  re ce iv ed  the  news th a t Hq had approved a pla n to  jump 
in . Everybody now happy. Apparent ly honors go to  AGAS fo r fu rn ishi ng  the Drop 
Zone.

2 Ju ly : R etu rn ed  from  Kunming. Pla ns  f in a ll y  approved fo r jump.
All French & Americans ord ere d to  Poseh fo r jump tr a in in g .

3 Ju ly t I  re tu rn ed  to  Tsing si  by L-5«

4-6  Ju ly : Americans fle w by L-5  from T si hgsi  to  Poseh.  I  made arrangements 
thr ough  Chinese  au th o ri ti e s  per m it ting  the French  to  walk to  Poseh . L t.  Ste wart 
of  SI  was gran ted emergency le av e and a ls o  flew  to  Poseh . His ra dio  op er at or  
informed me th a t he was bein g re pl ac ed  by a L t.  B ar net t.  However, th is  L t.  never 
arr iv ed .

V. Pre pa ra tion  fo r Jump and Jump in to  FIC.

7 Ju ly » I re tu rn ed  to  Poseh.
7-15 Ju ly : Pre pa ra tions were made and ele me nta ry  jump tr a in in g  was give n to  

a l l  "non -jum pers" by .\BABINEAU, and WHALLAN. In  the meantime (re
ceived a message from Hq which in  tu rn  came from AGAS, givi ng  the DZ coordin
a te s , s ta ti n g  th a t th er e were about 3,000 armed g u e ri ll a s  in  Ton kin,  and th a t 
a combined French-A merican  miss ion would no t be welcome. I ag ain di sc us se d the 
m at te r wi th (and sin ce  th er e was no d ir ec ti v e  from Kunming on th e su bje ct ,
I de cid ed  to jump in  as  Advance Par ty  wi th one Fre nch  o ff ic e r who would re port  
back him self to  the re s t of  the French  on th e su b je ct.  Capt.  Baudenon and the  
re s t of  the French  o ff ic e rs  were in  acc ord  with  th is  pl an .

l6  Ju ly > The fo llo wing perso nnel made the mselv es rea dy  fo r  the jumpj 
Major THOMAS Lt. MONTFORT-French Army
Sgt.  ZEILSKI Sg t. LOGOS -French-,inna mit e
Pfc . PRUINIER Sgt . PHAC -Annamite

Flew  ov er  the DA in  the morning but pa ne ls  no t ou t.  Flew ov er  ag ain  in  
th e af te rn oo n.  Pa ne ls  were ou t and ou t we went. Ito one h u rt . All pack ages  OK, 
bu t MONTFORT, ZEIL3KI and I landed  in  tr e e s .

Rece ived co rd ia ll y  on the ground by of AGAS.
Greeted  by 200 armed guards of  the Vietm inh part y . I  gave a l i t t l e  speech  to 
the ra- consi dered  ob liga to ry -a nd  Mr. Lee,  a Par ty  Leade r, was my in te rp re te r.  A 
ve ry  im pre ssive  re ce pt io n commit tee. We were then  le d  thro ugh  the fo re s t pa thh,  
th en  und er a bamboo archway wi th the si gn  in  Eng lis h above"Welcome to  our 
Americen Fr iend s"  and then conducted to  ou r qu ar te rs  which had been re cen tl y  
b u il t fo r us . I t  co ns is ted of a cl ea n ty p ic a l Ton kin bamboo hou se, which tu rn ed
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o u t to  ba ve ry  co m fo rt ab le . We were th en  in tr oduce d to  Mr.  Hoo, P a r ty  Lea der , who 
welcomed us and pre se n te d  us  w ith  a  f a tt e d  c a l f  and some Hanoi  b eer f o r  ou r su pper . 
We sp en t th e n ig h t p eace fu ll y , happy th a t a t  l a s t  we had  a rri v e d .

VI . L if e  in  FIC from a r r iv a l  o f Advance P a rt y  to  a r r iv a l  o f  re m ai nd er  o f tea m.

17 J u ly ; Our camp was lo ca te d  on th e  si d e  o f  a h i l l  in  a bamboo f o r e s t  a t 
th e  end of Kimlung Gorge ab ou t 1 k il o  from th e  sm al l v i ll a g e  o f Kimlung. Zim in ng 
i t s e l f  i s  lo ca te d  27 k i lo s  alm os t due e a s t o f Tuy en Quang and ab ou t 47 k il o s  
nort hw es t o f T hai  I&uyeh, th e  p ro v in c ia l c a p i ta l . The m il i ta r y  co o rd in a te s on  th e  
FIC map, sc a le  1: 100,0 00, a re : Sh ee t #26  (W es t) , 17»5~45«5«

We were  a few  yard s fro m th e  hu t o f Mr.  Hoo, Vi etm inh P a rty  C hi ef  
and  a ls o  a few yar ds fro m (of AGAS. Im med ia te ly  to
th e  we st o f us  u n ro ll ed  our drop zone wh ich  c o n sis te d  o f a f l a t  v a ll e y  o f r ic e  
paddie s su rrou nd ed  by fo re s te d  h i l l s .

The id e n t i ty  o f Mr. C.M. Hoo, re co gn iz ed  Vi etm inh P a r ty  Lea der , was 
a  m ys te ry  to  u s.  Hoo, was h is  code name . L a te r,  when he  beceme p re s id e n t o f  th e  
P ro v is io n a l Government o f  Vi etminh (Ind o- Chi na ) a t  Han oi , he d iv ulg ed  h is  re a l 
name which i s  Ho Ch i Minh.

Held lo ng  co nfe re nce  w ith Mr.  Hoo, (Ho Ch i Minh) , on  th e  su b je c t 
o f th e  Fre nch . He s ta te d  th a t  th e  Vi etminh P a rty , o r  Le ague , was an  am alg am ation  
o f  a l l  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t ie s  o rg aniz ed  f o r  th e  so le  pu rp os e o f ou st in g  a l l  fo re ig n  
po we rs and was working f o r  th e  l ib e r ty  and co mp le te ind epen denc e o f In do -C hi na .
I t  had  no p o l i t i c a l  id eas beyo nd th a t  as  i t s  members came fro m a l l  p o l i t i c a l  
g ro ups.  A ft e r l ib e r ty  had  been ac hie ved , th en  th ey  wou ld wo rry  ab ou t p o l i t i c s .
He d e f in i te ly  tabo oe d th e  id ea  th a t  th e  p a rt y  was co mmun ist ic . He s ta te d  th a t a t  
l e a s t  85% of th e  pe op le  o f To nk in  were members o r  sy m pa th et ic  w ith i t 3  ai m s.  I t  
wou ld obvio usl y  be to  th e  mo st o rd in ary  obse rv er  th a t  th e  peas an ts  d id n ’t  know 
wha t th e  word communism o r so c ia li sm  m ea nt -b ut  th ey  did  un de rs ta nd  l i b e r t y  and 
in de pe nd en ce .

C on se qu en tly , Mr. Hoo made i t  ve ry  c le a r  to  me th a t  i t  would  be 
im poss ib le  f o r  L t.  M ontf ort , th e Fr en ch  O ff ic e r , to  s ta y , nor would any more  Fr en ch  
be welcom e. He po in te d  ou t many g ri evances h is  pe ople  had  a g a in s t th e  Fr en ch  and 
many o f h is  peo ple  hate d  them worse  th an  th e  Ja p s . In  f a c t ,  ev eryo ne  ta lk ed  
a g a in s t th e  Ja p F a s c is ts  and Fr en ch  F a sc is ts  w ith eq ual  fe rv o r . He s a id  he would 
welcome a m il li o n  American s o ld ie r s  to  come in  bu t no t any  Fr en ch  ev en  thou gh  th ey  
were so ld ie rs  and  in s i s te d  th a t  th ey  were her e to  f ig h t  Ja ps only , be ca us e as 
Mr . Hoo m ai nta in ed  i t  would only  be an op en ing wedge f o r  them . He in d ic a te d  he 
wou ld g la de ly  e sc o rt  L t.  M on tfor t s a fe ly  back  to  th e  f r o n t ie r  as  he ha d done many 
o th e r  French men. I t  was ag re ed  th a t  I  would n o ti fy  my Hq on  th e  su b je c t and L t.  
M ontf ort  would r e tu rn  so o nest , e i th e r  by L-5  o r  a fo o t.  L t.  M ontfort  was made 
award  o f th e  s i tu a t io n  and  ca ble d th e  same news to  th e  Fr en ch  a t  Pos eh . He was 
most an xi ou s to  re tu rn  to  Kunming to  e x p la in  th e e n t i r e  s i tu a t io n , inasmuch as  
Mr. Hoo welcomed a t a l k  w ith any  hi gh  ra nkin g Fr en ch  o f f i c i a l ,  e s p e c ia l ly  on th e  
su b je c t o f DeGAULLE’s p ro cl am at io n  co nc er ni ng  FIC which co nta in ed  some very  vague 
p o in ts .

As to  S g t.  LOGOS and  S g t.  PHAC, Mr. Hoo co ns en ted to  t h e i r  s ta y in g  
on , however  do ub ted i f  th e  F re nch  would re le a s e  them.  T his  tu rn ed  out to  be th e  
case .

18 Ju ly : Made ra d io  co n ta c t w ith Pos eh . Inf orme d bn Fr en ch  quest io n
and he c o u ld n 't  under st an d why, sa yin g th e fr en c h  her e were  f in e  ch ap s-t o  which 
I  h e a r te d ly  ag re ed . E v en tu a ll y , how ever i t  sunk  th ro ug h and  th e  Fre nch  a t  Po seh



v/ere el im in at ed . However, be for e they  were el im inate d i t  waa ac tu a ll y  dec ided 
th a t Ca pt . Ho llan d and th e  French  would jump bl in d ne ar  th e o ri g in a l ta rg e t are a .
I wired back  th a t th is  would be no thi ng  bu t su ic id e and a f te r  Hol land and Capt. 
Baudenon fle w ove r the ta rg e t ar ea  they came to  the  same co nc lusion .

19 Ju ly i Had long confe ren ce wi th and Mr. HOO re  ta rg e t are a.
They f e l t  i t  be st  th a t we tr a in  ou r tro op s he re , sinc e the VIETHINH LEAGUE wa3 
ve ry  st ro ng  here and sinc e he cou ld e as il y  fu rn is h  imm edia tely  100 g u e ri ll a s  and 
we could  s ta r t  op er at ing on the Thai-Nguyen-Backan road  (C olon ia l Route  #3 ).
When ou r tro op s were "in the groove" we could  the n move to  th e more dang erous 
ar ea  and op er at e on the LANGSON-HANOI ro ad .

Hoo s ta te d  he cou ld re ce iv e any number of SO team s, which could  in  time  and 
with pr ep ar at io n be sent  anywhere even as fa r sou th as  SAIGON.

I  wired same to  jl.ly change fo r a new tempora ry ta rg e t was approved
and Hollan d was to  jump to  me and s t a r t  to  th e o ri g in a l ta rg e t are a slo wly and 
begin  the ground  work th ere . I cab led  back th a t th a t was th e on ly way i t  cou ld 
work and was glad  th a t P03EH had f in a ll y  seen  the l ig h t .

20 Ju ly : Spent a l l  day a t L-5 s t r ip  a t Thanh-La  (p repa red by jof
AGAS) wai tin g fo r pla ne  which was to  tak e jt o  kunming. Sent complete
w ri tt en  re port  to Hq.

23-2U Ju ly ; Took tr ip  wi th 5 guard s to  observe road  Thai Nguyen-Tuyen Quang. 
No ta rg e t here has  Japs  had no t used  roa d in  la s t month.

25 Ju ly : Mr. Hoo, Par ty  Chief , ag ain expressed des ir e to  ta lk  with  hig h 
French  o f f ic ia l e it h e r a t Kunming o r her e.  I  forw arded th is  re qu es t to  Poseh and 

^forwarded same to  AGAS Hq a t KUNMING.

27-29 Ju ly : Took t r ip  wi th Pru nie r and 6 guards to  make Recce of  Co lon ial  
Route  #3 . Hade pe rson al  reco nnais sance of  Jap he ld  fo r t a t Cho Chu, where I had 
th e pl ea su re  of  se eing  10 Ja ps  at  th e fo rt -t hro ugh th e te le sc ope.  Received mes
sage  by couri er from (that Hol land was about to  arr iv e  so ca nc el led re s t
of t r ip  and re tu rn ed  to  Kimlung. (Cho Chu once the Japs  were out  would have made 
an ex cell en t base fo r ou r a tt ack  on th e ro ad ).

30 Ju ly : Ar riv ed back a t Kimlung. Greeted  by Ca pt.  Hol land and rem ainder  of  
my te an  who had a l l  par achuted  su cc es sf ully  ye st er da y.

31 Ju ly ; Hollan d, Stoy ka, and j |l e f t wi th 30 gua rds  fo r ar ea  sou th
of  Pho Binh Gia, to se t up advance base th ere . L t.  Montgort,  Sgt  Logos, Sgt  Phac 
l e f t  to  jo in  French  ^Refugees'1 a t a nea rby  v il la g e . These re fu ge es  had been in
a Jap co nc en trat io n camp at  Tara Dao bu t the VIETHINH troo ps  at ta ck ed  the camp 
(s uff er ed  casu alt ie s in  so doing) and the n re le as ed  th e French  and now were ta ki ng  
ca re  of  them. 5 |'o f AGAS was ar rang ing Red Cross su pp lies  fo r them and
Iton tfor t was goin g to  le ad -tho se  who could  walk-o ut of  FIC by fo o t,  and th e women 
and ch ildre n  were to  f ly  ou t by L- 5.



31 Ju ly : Was inform ed  by Po se h th a t  C ap t. S in gla ub and tea m v/aa to  drop  to  
me a t on ce . I  w ired  ba ck  th a t  t h i s  was im poss ib le , with ou t advance n o ti c e , be 
ca us e i t  ta kes tim e to  arr ange  q u a rt e rs  and get  fo od , a s  th a t i s  a ver y  d i f f i c u l t  
prob lem  here . Fur th er m or e,  Si ngla ub would  be welcome he re  by Hq would hav e to  
s e le c t  anoth er ta rg e t  ( I  in d ic a te d  what I  thou gh t would be a good one) as  th e  fo od  
prob lem  would n o t per m it  t?/o se p a ra te  g u e r i l l a  tea ms o f  100 men ea ch  in  th e  same 
a re a . The b est  p la n  on Sin gla ub I  f e l t  wou ld be f o r  him to  drop to  Hol land  and 
s e t up a ba se  in  th a t a re a  inasmuch  as th a t ta r g e t  was so much more im port an t.  
However, he co ul d a ls o  dr op  to  me and th en  wa lk to  h i s  se le c te d  a re a .

V II . T ra in in g  and  s e le c ti o n  of tr o o p s .

1- 6 Aug; Mr . Hoo began  ro un di ng  up 200 hu nd red so ld ie rs  fo r  us  out o f w h ic h / 
we were to  p ic k  th e  best  100. P la n s were made f o r  us  to  move 3 o r  4 k il o s  away \  
to  a  new lo c a ti o n  which would  be b e t te r  fo r  a t r a in in g  a re a , inasmuch  as i t  had )  
a lr e ad y  been  used  as  a sc hool by th e  VML.

7 Augi Moved to  new lo c a t io n .

9 Augt S ta r te d  f i r s t  da y o f  t r a in in g . T ra in in g  in  earn est  to  make up f o r  
l o s t  tim e from 5*30 AM to  5

10 Aug: Re ce ived  ou r l a s t  para chute  ca rgo drop o f  22 ch u te s.  Re ce ived  mes 
sa ge  from Po se h s ta t in g  th a t  Ebaugh  had ca ptu re d in  FIC w ith h is  Chine se  tr oops 
two p ro -J ap  v i l la g e s .  T h is  was d is h ea rt en in g  news as  i t  was ob vi ou s Ebaugh  was 
no t in  f r ie n d ly  con ta ct  th e  VTETi'IKH and  th a t th e  Vlhl'MIKH were on ly  tr y in g  to  
kee p out th e  Chine se  who in  th e p a s t had  act ed  as  b an d it s and ro bbers  in  FIC.  To 
sa y th a t in  FIC th e re  a re  any pro -J ap  v il la g e s -w e ll , noth in g co uld be f a r th e r  from  
th e  t r u th .  In  re fe re n ce  to  th i3  lam en ta bl e s t a te  o f  a f f a i r s  I  wired  th e  fo llow in g 
to  Po se h:  "P le as e fo rw ar d fo llow in g to  Eb aug h. VIETMINH p a r ty  ch ie f her e sa ys  
he ha s no o b je c ti o n s  to  Chi ne se  f ig h ti n g  in  FIC un de r American co n tr o l i f  th ey  
don’t  ac t l ik e  b a n d it s . Chi ef  her e se nt messa ge by c o u r ie r  to  P a rt y  C hie f CAOBANG 
a re a  to  con ta ct Ebaugh and  e n te r  in to  am icab le  r e la t io n s ."  I  had  e a r l i e r  se n t to  
Po se h th e  fo llow in g  me ssa ge f o r  Eab ugh , "T el l Ebaugh  P a rt y  her e w il li n g  to  coo p
e ra te  w ith  C hin es e.  W ill  be in v alu ab le  in  fu rn is h in g  g u id es . No do ub t ca n p u ll  
co ord in ate d  a tt a c k s . T e ll  Ebaugh Ch inese fe a rs  th a t  p a r ty  co nr au ni st ic  un foun de d" .

10 -14 Aug: T ra in in g  coh ti nu in g  a t h ig h  spee d in  c a rb in es , M - l' s , Tommyguns, 
Ba zoo kas, IAIG 's, Brens , M or ta rs  and Gre na de s.  Receiv ed  news th a t Jap su rr en d er 
immi nen t.

V II I.  Act io n ta ken  a f te r  Jap  su rr ender IS  Au gu st .

A. March to  Tha i Nguyen:

15 Aug: De cid ed  a f t e r  co nf er en ce  w ith p a r ty  le a d e rs  th a t in  view  o f 
Jap su rr ender i t  was now th e  op po rtun e tim e to  wind up th e t ra in in g  and h i t  th e 
ro ad  in  th e  gener al d i r e c ti o n  o f Tha i Nguyen and see what co uld be don e in  th e 
way of  "a c ti o n ."  Tr oo ps  were ord er ed  to  g e t re ad y to  le ave  th e  ne xt  mor ning . 
Am erican s sp en t th e day  pac kin g and g e tt in g  re ad y to  bre ak  camp. As f a r  as  th e  
tr a in in g  o f our tr oops was co nc er ne d i t  was no t f in is h e d . What we had  done had  
been  done f a s t  and not a l l  su b je c ts  by any  means  had  been  co ve re d.  However,  th e



boys pi ck ed  i t  up f a s t ,  had been ea ge r to  le a rn  and  made up fo r  i t  in  s p i r i t  
wha t th ey  s t i l l  la ck ed  in  tr a in in g .

16 Aug» Y/hen th e  new3 was re ce iv ed  th a t  Jap su rr ender was p ro bable  I  3ent
a wire  to  P03 eh s ta ti n g  th a t  we m ight  be ab le  to  o b ta in  th e  su rr en d er o f  a l l  Ja p 
tr o o p s in  ou r a re a , th a t we wou ld fo llow  term s o f  Geneva co nv en tion , and  even t
u a ll y  tu rn  a l l  Ja p p ri so n e rs  and arms  we migh t ge t ov er  to  th e  p ro p er a u th o r i t ie s , 
fo ll ow in g  th e  A ll ie d  Surr en der  n e g o ti a ti o n s  with  th e  Jap s.

The answ er to  th is  was th a t as  f a r  as  we were co nc erne d th e  war was ov er  and  
un de r no ci rc um st an ce s were we to  ac ce pt  any  Jap su rr en d ers . T h is  was indeed  
ex trem el y d is h ea rt en in g  to  me as we a l l  f e l t  th a t  we had  ri sk ed  our l iv e s  in  com
in g her e and  now when th e goi ng  was to  be ea sy  we were no t al lowed  to  g e t in  on 
th e  gra vy.

However, s in ce  th ere  was no p o in t any lo n g er in  s ta y in g  in  th e  deep da rk  
mos qu ito  b i t t e n  fo r e s t s  anymore vze bro ke camp and  l e f t  w ith  th e s o ld ie r s  th a t morn 
in g a t 11«30 Zld. Our in te n ti o n  was to  move a t  l e a s t  as  f a r  as  Tha i Nguyen which 
was a f a i r l y  goo d si z e  town and  s e t up more co m fo rtab le  q u a rt e rs  th e re  and aw ai t 
de ve lo pm en ts . From th is  p o in t on  we re ce iv ed  no o f f i c i a l  news on  th e  occ upat io n  
o f FIC by th e  A l l ie s . \'Ib le a rn ed  th ro ug h AGAS th a t pr obab ly  th e  Chi ne se  would 
occup y th e  n o rt h e rn  h a lf  of FIC  and th e B r i ti s h  th e  So ut he rn  h a lf .

On le a v in g  Kimlung I  had a f in a l  co nf er en ce  w ith Mr.  Hoo who in d ic a te d  to  
me he would l ik e  me to  st ay  in  F IC as lo ng as  p o ss ib le . I  r e p li e d  th a t  th a t  was 
a quest io n  fo r  my C.O. in  Kunming, and do ub ted i f  i t  would  be p o ss ib le  inasmuch 
as h is  p a r ty  was no t re co gn iz ed  no r was h is  co un try inde pe nd en t as y e t .

Mr. Hoo had  c a ll e d  a co nfe re nce  of  a l l  p a r ty  le a d e rs  and d e le g a te s  a t Kimlung 
fro m a l l  over  To nk in to  d is cu ss  t h e i r  fu tu re  p o li c y , and th ey  were a l l  p re se n t to  
se e th e tr o o p s o f f .

Arr iv ed  l a t e  a t n ig h t a t  th e v il la g e  o f Dong Man.

17 Aug: Sec ond  day of march . St ay ed  a l l  n ig h t a t  Phuc Li nh  no t f a r  from 
Hun gson . Marched  on ma in ro ad  p a r t o f th e  way and we saw why th e  Ja ps ha d no t used  
th e  ro ad . The g u e r il la s  had to rn  up th e  b ri d g es , dug c ra te r s , and  p la ced  la rg e  
t r e e s  acr oss  th e  ro ad  in  s t r a te g ic  p la c e s .

Kimlung  ox
\  -Q .Phu c Lin h o Tha i Nguyen

Dong Man V -
o Hungson ~ -  -  -  — ~ o

z  T hinh  Dan

18 Augi A se c ti o n  o f th e  tr oops made a re cc e  o f Hungson. About 20 Ja ps  s t i l l  
a t th e  p o s t,  bu t P a rt y  le a d e r,  Mr. Van, de ci de d th a t  th e re  wa3 not much po in t in  
w a is ti n g  a day her e in  tr y in g  to  a tt a c k  i t  bu t go on f o r  b ig g er game a t Tah i 
Nguy en, which  was th e p ro v in c ia l c a p i ta l .  The  Am ericans  and th e  re m ai ni ng  tr oops 
in  th e  meantim e hea ded  fo r  th e  v il la g e  o f  Thi nh  Dan, a few  k il o s  so u th  o f Tha i 
Nguyen.

19 Augt A ll  tr oops to -g e th e r  ag ai n  and  a l l  moved a l i t t l e  c lo s e r  to  Tha i 
Nguyen. The P a rty  le ad ers  made p la ns to  e n te r  th e  town a t  4 AM in  th e  mo rning , 
su rrou nd  th e  p o s t,  occupy  s t r a te g ic  sp o ts , demand th e  su rr ender o f th e  "Guards  
In di ge ne ,f  from th e  p ro v in c ia l Governor  and  th en  is su e  a su rr ender ul tim atum  to  
th e  Ja ps in  th e  name o f th e VIETMINH LEAGUE.



A group o f VIETMINH p a rty  members came ou t fro m town and drew  up a p la n  o f  
th e  town showing Ja p p o s it io n s . They sa id  th ere  were  ab ou t 30 to  fyO Ja ps in  th e  
po st  and  none  in  th e  tow n. The Ja ps had  a k it ch en  in  town bu t us ed  i t  only  in  
th e  da yt im e.  T his  l a t e r  pr ov ed  fa ls e  and i t  tu rn ed  out th e re  were sm al l deta ch 
me nts  o f  Ja ps in  fo u r d i f f e r e n t  bu il d in g s th ro ug ho ut  th e  town.

We re ce iv ed  a me ssa ge fro m Po3eh s ta ti n g  we were to  s i t  t ig h t  and  no t go to  
Han oi with ou t o rd e rs  fro m Hq. T his  again  was st unnin g new s. We co ul d not un de r
st an d  t h i s .  I f  Hanoi  was sa fe  to  e n te r  and  we be in g AmeBicans we could n’t  se e 
th e  po in t bu t gu es se d th a t  Hq. th ou gh t we would not be s t r i c t l y  n e u tr a l inasmuch 
as  we worked f o r  a few  wee ks w it h  th e  VIETMINH. However, conver se ly  consi deri ng  
ever yth in g Hq. H ad n't  be en  n e u tr a l es  f a r  as  th ese  pe op le  were co nc er ne d when we 
is su ed  arms to  th e  Fre nch . Of cours e , th e  coun te r argume nt and q u it e  p la u s ib le  
one was th a t th e  Fre nc h were  o u r A ll ie s  and th e  VIETMINH p a r ty  was a s e c re t p a r ty  
wo rking  a g a in s t th e  Fr en ch  whose ex is te n ce  was not re co gn iz ed  by any  pow er.  
An othe r p o in t we th ou gh t m ight  hav e someth ing to  do w ith i t  was th a t  s in ce  G en 'l  
Ma cArthur was in  ch arge  o f su re en der  n e g o ti a ti o n s  no OSS pers onnel  were al lowe d 
to  pr oc ee d to  Han oi . (T his  tu rn ed  out to  be er ro neo us be ca us e we l a t e r  le a rn ed  
th ro ug h th e VIETMINH th a t an  ALLIED m is si o n  o f In qu ir y  hea ded by a C apt.  P a t t i  
had a rri v e d  in  Han oi . Po se h,  on qu est io n in g , inform ed  us  th a t t h i s  was our own 
C ap t.  PATTI o f  OSS).

B. B a tt le  by VIETMINH tr o o p s a g a in s t Ja ps a t  Tha i Nguyen.

20 Augi From 3 Jtf.I to  l±M th e  tr oops slow ly  moved in  th e  dark nes s to  
occupy  th e  tow n. The Am erican s were  in  th e  3r d Ech el on  and were e sco rt ed  to  a 
sa fe  hou se on th e  o u ts k i r ts  o f tow n on th e  opposi te  s id e  o f th e  Ja p P o s t,  where  
th ey  sp en t th e  nex t few da ys  p e ac e fu ll y  w a it in g  fo r  th e  b a t t le  be tw een th e  Ja ps  
and  VIETMINH to  en d.  I i s 3 u e d  an o rd e r to  them "t o s ta y  put"  inasmuch  as  th e  war 
was over tty ere was no p o in t in  t h e i r  go in g out in  th e  s t r e e t s  to  g e t t h e i r  
f in g e rs  bu rned  and fu rt her m ore  Po seh had  is su ed  o rd e rs  to  "c ea se  o p e ra ti o n s" .

I  was ke pt  inf orme d o f  what was ha pp en ing a t a l l  tim es  by a p a r ty  l ia i s o n
man.

About 6: 30  AM news was re ce iv ed  th a t  th e  P ro v in c ia l Governor  had c a p it u la te d  
and  tu rn ed  over  h is  160 tr o o p s o f  th e  "Guard In di ge ne " w ithout f i r in g  a sh o t.
The  VIETMINH th u s .o bt ai ne d im med ia te ly  many r i f l e s ,  on m un iti on , c lo th in g , e tc .

The P ro v in c ia l Go verno r was th en  pe rs ua de d to  pr oc ee d w ith  a w hite f la g  w ith 
a c iv i l ia n  who spoke Ja pa ne se  p a s t th e  v a ri o u s Ja p p o s i t io n s . In  a few m inut es  
ev ery one was happy be ca us e he came back  w it h  a  Ja p c iv i l i a n .  Im med ia te ly  a su r 
re n d er ul tim atum  was vzri tt en  which  s ta te d  th a t  Ja pa n had  su rr ender ed , th a t i t  
was u se le s s  to  continue, and th a t th e  te rm s o f th e Gen eva  co nv en tion  would be 
fo ll ow ed . The Ja p c iv i l ia n  th en  pr oc ee de d every wh ere  w ith  i t  but th e  Ja ps r e 
fu se d to  su rr en d er.  As a  r e s u l t  o f th e  Ja p re fu s a l f i r in g  s ta r te d  on bo th  s id e s  
and co ntinued  sp o ra d ic a ll y  th e  r e s t  o f th e  day  and  n ig h t.

21 Aug» The VIETMINH de ci de d to  la unch  a sm al l a tt a c k  to  show th e  Ja ps
how st ro n g  th ey  we re . Abou t 3 Kv! " a ll  h e ll "  brok e lo o se . The VIETMINH f i r e d  f o r  
ab ou t 10 m in ut es  w ith Fr en ch  r i f l e s ,  Fre nc h ma chine gu ns , Jap ma ch ine  guns ( th a t  
had  been  ca p tu re d  in  p re v io us en ga ge men ts), B r i ti s h  s te n s  and bre ns (w hi ch  th e  
B r it is h  had  par ac hute d to  th e  Fr en ch  h e re ),  gr en ad es  and weppons which  we had 
gi ve n them  which  in cl ud ed  ba zo ok as , K - ls , and HE A n ti -t an k  gre nad es.  Hovzever, 
th e  Jap3  were wel l in s ta l l e d  in  t h e i r  concr ete  f o r t i f i c a t io n s  and  i t  i s  do ub t
f u l  i f  any were even wounded a t  t h i s  ti m e . But th e  towns pe op le  were du ly  ira- . 
pre se ed  by th e  "a tt a c k " . '• 1



A woman p a r tl y  Chi ne se , p a r tl y  Ja pan es e,  was di sc over ed  hid in g in  town and  
she  ag re ed  to  carr y  a whi te  f la g  to  th e  Ja p po st  w ith  th e  "p ap er ".  The "pap er" 
was to ne d down q u it e  a  b i t .  In st ead  o f  demanding unco ndit io nal  su rr en d er i t  m erely 
s ta te d  th a t  i t  was u se le ss  fo r  bo th  s id e s  to  co nt in ue  th e  s tr u g g le  and l e t s  hav e a 
per so n to  per so n ta lk  on th e  m a tt e r . The young la dy  approach ed  th e  g a te  o f th e  
Post  and sh ou ted in  Ja pa ne se  but no one came to  mee t h e r.  F in a ll y  sh e was in 
s tr u c te d  by a  f a r  o ff  Ja pa ne se  vo ic e to  th ro w th e pap er  over  th e  w a ll . She d id  t h i s  
ad  im med ia te ly  a  Ja p s o ld ie r  f i re d  fro m th e  bl oc kh ou se . She had been accompan ied  
by ano th er Ja pa ne se  woman c iv i l ia n  who was wounded in  th e  arm. The  VIETMDIH ad 
m in is te re d  f i r s t  a id  to  th is  Ja pa ne se  woman and to ok  h e r to  th e  lo c a l  h o sp it a l.

22 Aug: F ir in g  co nt in ue d th ro ug ho ut  th e  to m . The Ja ps  s ta r te d  f i r in g  a 
50mra m ort ar and  se vera l c iv i l ia n s  were wounded.

23 Aug: The  VIETMINH made an  a tt a c k  on  th e  "V il la  G au tier " where th e  Jap  
S ec re t p o li c e  were l iv in g . They en te re d  th e  hou se bu t d is co ver ed  th e  3 o r  4 Ja ps  
had  ev ac ua te d du ring th e n ig h t.  However, th e  p ri zed  o f war were co n si d era b le , 
c o n s is ti n g  in  p a r t of  gu ns , docume nts , g a so li n e , and sev e ra l cas es  o f TOT (F re nch ).

The VT5TMIHH a ls o  made an  a tt a c k  on  th e  Jap  s ta b le s  near th e  post  and r e 
le a se d  8 Jap h o rs es.

24 Aug: Once more th e  VIETMINH t r i e d  to  get  th e Ja ps to  t a lk .  An othe r Ja p 
c iv i l ia n  woman came ou t o f h id in g . ( I t  ap pea rs  th ere  ha d been  ab ou t 5  Ja p c iv i l ia n s  
in  town who had been co nn ec ted w ith e x p lo it in g  th e lo c a l m in es ).  She  ag reed  to  
ta ke  th e  me ssa ge w ith a  whi te  f la g . She  jumped ov er  th e  wal l o f th e Ja p post  and  
was nev er  se en  o r  he ard of  ag ai n .

25 Aug: In  th e mo rning  th e VIETMINH made an a tt a c k  ag a in st  ano th er b u il d in g  
in  town whe re two Ja ps  were ho ld in g o u t.  The Jap3 he re  had  a ls o  ev ac ua te d th e 
n ig h t b e fo re . How th ey  got p a s t th e gu ar ds i s  s t i l l  a m ys te ry . The VIETMINH 
"too k back" from th e Ja ps her e co n si d era b le  q u a n ti ti e s  o f r i c e ,  s a l t ,  su gar,  e tc . 
(See  Appendix f o r  comp lete l i s t  o f m a te r ia l) . In  th e  a ft e rn oon , su cc es s a t l a s t .  
An oth er Ja p ma le c iv i l ia n  ag reed  to  go agai n  wi th  a whi te  f la g  and th e  "p ap er ".
Here i s  a  ti 'a n s la ti o n  o f th e docume nt: "We have ju s t  re ce iv ed  an  o rd e r from ou r 
Supreme Cou nc il to  ce as e f i r in g .  The re  ha3  bee n a t Han oi n e g o ti a ti o n s  betwe en th e  
VIETMINH a u th o r i t ie s  and  th e  Ja pa ne se  a u th o r i t ie s .  We have  or der ed  ou r so ld ie rs

to  ce ase  f i r in g .  We hope  th a t you  w il l a ls o  ce ase f i r e .  I f  you f i r e  we sh a ll  be 
ob liged  to  de fend  o u rs e lv es , and you  w il l be charge d w ith  th e r e s p o n s ib i li ty  o f 
t h i s  u se le s s  ca rnag e bef ore  th e A ll ie d  M is si on . The  A ll ie d  M ission  i s  now a c tu a ll y  
a t  H an o i. "

He f i r s t  went to  th e  Jap k it chen  where 4 Ja ps  were lo c a te d . The y gave  in .
Then he went w ith two Ja ps from th e  k it ch en  to  th e  Jap "G end arm erie" where  i t  was 
d is cover ed  th e Ja ps had ev ac ua te d th e  pre vio us n ig h t.  Then a l l  3 went to  th e  Ja p 
G arr is on  and  in  f iv e  m in ut es  th e Ja p C ap ta in  se nt an  ans wer back  th a t  he was w i l l 
in g  to  cea3© f i r e  i f  th e  VIETMINH d id  li k e w is e . A re nd ez -v ou s was s e t  and  th e  Ja p 
C ap ta in  had a co nf er en ce  w ith th e  VlhTPIINH c h ie f . I t  was ag reed  th a t f i r in g  would  
ce ase , th a t th e Ja ps would  kee p t h e i r  aim s bu t would be r e s t r ic te d  to  th e  confi nes 
o f t h e i r  p o s t,  and th e  VIETMINH would  send  food to  the m.  (L a te r eve n th is  was r e 
la xed  and th e  Ja ps  were  all ow ed  to  c i r c u la te  in  town witho ut  arms where th ey  were  
su rp r is e d  to  f in d  seve n equall y  su rp ri se d  Am ericans  out s t r o l l in g  th e  s t r e e t s  on  
a sh op ping  and p ic tu re  ta lc ing to u r .)
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26 Aug: Day of  f in a l  l ib e ra t io n  and  c e le b ra ti o n  fo r  th e  tow n.  Pe op le  ceme 
out on th e s t r e e t s  aga in . Almost ev er y  b u il d in g  had a  VIETMINH f la g  wav ing .
(The VjOSTMU'IH f la g  i s  re d  with  a ye llow  s t a r  in  th e  c e n te r ) . Par ad es  were hel d , 
and  th e new ly org an iz ed  m un ic ip al  governm ent go t un de r way.

IS . Peri od  o f pe ac e and  r e s t  a f te r  th e  b a t t l e  o f Tha i Nguyen.

27 Aug -  9 S e p ti Du rin g t h is  p e ri o d  th e  Am erican s were co m fo rt ab ly  housed 
in  th e  fo rm er  P ro v in c ia l G ove rn or 's  q u a r te rs , w e ll -f ed  and ca re d fo r  by  th e  
VIETMINH. The tim e v/as sp en t in  g e tt in g  f a t ,  g e tt in g  a su n -t an , v i s i t in g  th e  c i ty  
and  w ait in g  fo r  p en n is si on  to  go to  Ha noi to  ge t a pla ne f o r  Kunming and home.

So now I  can ta ke  tim e o u t her e to  desc ri b e  somewhat our l i f e  in  FIC from 
th e mundane p o in t of view .

A ctu all y  th e  coun tr ysi de  o f To nk in  i s  ve ry  b e a u ti fu l.  I t  i s  mou nta ino us  
with  la rg e  f o r e s t s .  In  ev ery v a ll e y  a re  th e  r i c e  pad die s where the  peo ple  eke 
out a me ager l iv in g . T hei r r ic e  d ie t i s  supp lemen ted  by a few ch ic ken s,  p ig s,  
bamboo sp ro u ts , "j ungle " te av  ta ro o  (somewhat l ik e  th e  p o ta to e ),  a few  fo re s t  
f r u i t s ,  some banana s and f a r th e r  so uth  some p in ea pple s and g ra p e f ru i t.  T h e ir  d ie t 
i s  ex trem el y d e f ic ie n t wh ich  i s  ev id en t by th e  d is te nded  b e ll ie s  o f tlie is?  c h il d re n

The p easan ts  in  g en era l in  To nk in a re  ex trem el y bad  o f f .  They hav e few 
c lo th e s . What th ey  do have c o n s is ts  of pa tc he d ov er  ra g s and th e c h il d re n  ru n  
aro und na ke d.  But th ey  a re  a l l  ha rd  wo rking  and honest . The pe op le  a re  p r in 
c ip a ll y  o f th re e  types-A nnam ese, Tho , and Man. They a l l  sp ea k d i f f e re n t  la ng ua ge s 
o r  d ia le c t s .  The Tho a re  s tr o n g ly  VIETMUIH in  se n ti m en t.  The Man h i l l  t r ib e s  a re  
an c ie n t. p eo p le s  who l iv e  in  th e  ver y  remo te  and is o la te d  p la c e s . T h e ir  d re ss  i s  
c o lo r fu l.  The  women we ar blu e and alw ays wear  s i lv e r  and  co pp er  co in s and c o lo r
fu l  be ad s.  They a re  a ls o  VIFTMINII in  p o l i t i c a l  se ntim en t.

The VIETMINH d id  ever y th in g  to  make ou r st a y  as  p le asa n t as p o ss ib le  f o r  u s . 
They gave  us  t h e i r  b e s t food and  we seldom went w itho ut  a ch icke n o r  a  duck o r 
meat o f some ki nd  to  go alon g w ith ou r r i c e .  They would  go f o r  m il es to  o b ta in  
bananas f o r  U3. At ev er y v i ll a g e  we en te re d  on ou r vari ous t r ip s  th e  whole  popu
la t io n  would  tu rn  ou t to  welcome us  and p re se n t to  us  th e  "key to  th e  v il la g e "  
as  i t  we re.  The  v i ll a g e  gu ar d would re n d er a sa lu te  w ith t h e i r  an c ie n t arms.  The 
v il la g e  headman would giv e U3 a l i t t l e  sp ee ch  o f welcome and  p re se n t u s  w ith g i f t s  
o f ba na na s,  eg gs , o r  fl o w ers . Then  th e  ch il d re n  in  th e  group would  s in g  a n a ti v e  
son g o r  two and th en  ev eryo ne  would jo in  in  and si ng a VIETMUIH song  o f  inde pe n
den ce and l ib e r ty .  The sc en es  were in v a r ia b ly  im pre ss iv e and "t ou ch in g"  to  a l l  
th e  Am erican s as  we knew th ey  were expre ss in g  wha t was in  th e i r  h e a r ts  and  o f f e r 
in g to  us th e  b e st  g i f t s  th ey  ha d.

X. Ha no i.

9 Sp pt  -  16 Sep t:  Our team l e f t  by fo o t , c a r,  and  bo at  and  a rri v e d  a t  Hanoi 
abou t 4 PM. We ob ta in ed  q u a rt e rs  th ro ug h th e  VIETMINH p a r ty , wh ich  was au th o ri zed  
by th e  PATTI MISSION.

We sp en t th e  tim e from 9 Se pt  to  l6  S ep t,  se ein g  th e  c it y , bn ying  so uven ir s,  
sa yi ng  good-by e to  our VJETMUIH f r ie n d s , and lading ar rang em en ts  to  re tu rn  to  
Kunming. Hanoi was an ex trem el y f e s t iv e  c it y  fo r  everyo ne  ex ce pt th e  Fr en ch .



VIEII’HiH f la g s  were f ly in g  from al m os t ev ery ho us e.  Banners  were s tr e tc h ed  
acro ss  th e  s t r e e t s  wi th  vari ous "s lo ga ns " in  Annamese, E ngli sh , Chi ne se , Rus si an , 
In d ia n , e tc . Fr en ch  was n o ti ceab ly  ab se n t.

Some o f  th e  slog an s se en  eve ryw here were as  fo llo ws*  "Welcome A ll ie s" , 
"Welcome Pe ac e Commiss ion" , "Down wi th  Fr en ch  Im peri a li sm ". , "L bt s k ic k  ou t Fr en ch  
Im per ia li sm ",  "In depen dence  o r  De ath" , "2 ,000 ,000  pe op le  di ed  un de r Fre nc h domi
n a ti o n " , "VIETMINH fo r  th e VIETAMESE".

The VIETMINH p a rt y  a t Hanoi  had s e t up a P ro v is io n a l Government and  is su ed  
a "D ecla ra ti o n  o f  Inde pend en ce".

Our  f r ie n d  o f th e f o re s t , Mr. C.M. Hoo, now Mr. Ho Chi Minh, was P re si d en t 
o f  th e P ro v is io n a l Government and  M in is te r o f Fore ig h A ffa ir s . Ano th er  fr ie n d  of 
th e  f o r e s t ,  Mr. Van, now VMfeuyen Giap became M in is te r o f I n te r io r .  P a rt y  mem
bers  were ap po in te d cab in et  members. The new gov ernmen t ap pe ar s to  be en th u sia 
s t i c a l l y  su pport ed  by th e m ajo ri ty  o f th e  popu la ti on  in  ev ery pro vin ce  o f  In do 
ch in a . The new gov ernmen t was gi ve n s tr e n g th  by th e  re s ig n a ti o n  and  ab d ic a ti o n  
o f Bao Dad, fo rm er  pu pp et  Emperor,  who o ff e re d  h is  se rv ic es as  f r ie n d  and a d v is e r .

The  pe op le  know th e Fr en ch  in te nd to  come back  bu t th ey  keep sa y in g  i f  th ey  
come back  w it h  arms th ey  w il l f ig h t to  th e  death .

The s to ry  of our ex per ie nce s in  In do -C hina  i s  melo dram at ic  in  th e  fo llow in g 
se nse . On 16 Ju ly  we were  li v in g  in  th e  fo r e s t s  o f Indo -C hina  w ith th e  Chi ef  o f ' 
th e  VIETMINH p a r ty . Les s th an  two months  l a t e r ,  th is  same c h ie f  had  become 
P re si d en t o f th e  new P ro v is io n a l Government  and  was in s ta l le d  in  th e  fo rm er  home 
o f  th e Fr en ch  "R es id en t Super io r"  in  Han oi .

XI.  R et urn  to  Kunming.

On 16 Sefc.t 1945 o u r  team  re tu rn ed  by p la ne to  Kunming, Chi na .

Ma jor , In fa n tr y  
Commanding Team DEER
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THE VIETMINH PARTY OH LEAGUE

M a jo r  A .K . Tho m as , 03 3

1 .  F o u n d a t i o n
2 . O r g a n iz a t io n
3 .  P e r s o n n e l  
4»  S t r e n g t h
5 .  P u r p o s e  and  P o l i o i e a
6. F o r e ig n  r e l a t i o n s  
7« P ro p a g a n d a
8 . G u e r i l l a  W a rfa re
9 ,  F o r m a t io n  o f  G over nm en t a f t e r  J a p  S u r r e n d e r

(T h e  m a t e r i a l  i n  t h i s  r e p o r t  was  o b ta in e d  d u r in g  
a  tw o m o n th s  s t a y  i n  F re n c h  In d o -C h in a  -  l6  J u l y  
t o  l6  S e p te m b e r 1945* I*  wa s o b ta in e d  m o s tl y  
fr o m  P a r t y  l e a d e r s  an d  h e n ce  may be  b ia s e d  and  
n o t  a l l  o f  i t  i s  v e r i f i e d .  W here  t h e  m a t e r i a l  
was  o b ta in e d ,  by  p e r s o n a l  o b s e r v a t i o n  o f  th e  
w r i t e r ,  i t  c a n  b e  a s c e r t a i n e d  fr om  th e  t e x t )
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THE VTETHIKH PARTY 03 LEAGUE

I .  FOUNDATION

The  V ie tm in h  L eague ( o r  In d o  C h in e se  P e o p le s  In d e p e n d en c e  C o n f e d e r a t io n )  
was o r g a n iz e d  i n  1 9 3 6 . I n  1940 i*  be ca me an  a m a lg am a ti o n  o f  a l l  t h e n  e x i s t i n g  
p a r t i e s ,  h o w e v er,  th e  n u c le u s  o f  e a c h  p a r t y  re m a in e d .

I I .  ORGANIZATION

In asm uch  a s  th e  p a r t y  wa s n e c e s s a r i l y  s e c r e t  an d u n d e rg ro u n d  t h e  e x a t t  
o r g a n i z a t i o n  an d  c o m p o s i ti o n  wa s n e c e s s a r i l y  n e b le o u s .  L e a d e rs  w ere  c o n s t a n t ly  
c h a n g in g .

I n  g e n e r a l ,  ghe  o r g a n i z a t i o n  a t  t h e  to p  i s  c l e a r .  T h i s  c o n s i s t e d  o f  a  
d e m o c ra ti c  c o u n c i l  o f  9 m en . T he C o u n c il  c o n s i s t e d  o f  tw o d e l e g a t e s  fr o m  
T o n k in , tw o fr o m  Ann am,  tw o fr o m  C o c h in -C h in a , tw o fr o m  C am bodia , a n d  one  
fr om  L a o s .

I I I .  PERSONNEL

T he tw o m ost im p o r ta n t p a r t y  m em be rs  t h a t  we cam e in  c o n ta c t  w it h  w er e 
H r .  C.M . Hoo ( r e a l  nam e* Ho C h i M in h)  and  M r.  V an  ( r e a l  na met  Vo Ngu ye n G ia p ) . 
T h e s e  tw o w ere  c o n s t a n t l y  n e a r  u s  i n  th e  tw o m onth s we w ere  i n  F . I . C .

M r. Hoo  l a t e r  becan e  P r e s i d e n t  o f  t h e  P r o v i s i o n a l  G over nm en t and  M r.  Van  
be ca m e M i n i s t e r  o f  I n t e r i o r .  4

B oth  a r e  e x tr e m e ly  s i n c e r e  and  a b l e  an d  b e l i e v e  100% i n  t h e  in d e p e n d e n c e  
o f  F . I . C .  T h e y  have  e n d u re d  e x tr e m e  h a r d s h ip s  i n  t h e  f o r e s t s  o f  F . I . C .  B oth  
have  l e f t i s t  sy m p a th ie s  an d  a c c o rd in g  t o  C a p t . P a t t i ,  S . I . ,  M r.  Hoo i s  a n  o u t 
r i g h t  C om m unis t.

IV . STRENGTH

A c c o rd in g  t o  p a r t y  l e a d e r s ,  VML r e p r e s e n t s  a t  l e a s t  85% o f  t h e  p o p u la t i o n  
o f  Annam, C o c h in ,- C h in a , T o n k in , an d C am bodia . T h i s  f i g u r e  i n c lu d e s  s y m p a th iz e rs  
a s  w e ll  a s  m e m b e rs .-

I t  wa s c o n s e r v a t i v e ly  e s t im a te d  t h a t  i n  T o n k in  t h e r e  w ere  a p p ro x im a te ly  
3 ,0 0 0  a im ed  g u e r i l l a s .  T h i s  f i g u r e  d id  n o t in c lu d e  v i l l a g e  g u a r d s .

I t  i s  s a i d  t h a t  t h e  r e a s o n  f o r  th e  g r e a t  s t r e n g t h  o f  VML i n  c o m p a ri so n  t o  
o t h e r  p a r t i e s  wa3 t h a t  i t  a p p e a le d  t o  t h e  p e o p le  en  m a sse , th e  p e a s a n t s  and  t h e  
d e p r e s s e d .  W h ere as , o t h e r  p a r t i e s  w ork ed  o n ly  among  t h e  i n t e l l e c t u a l  g ro u p s .

V. PURPOSE AND PO LICIES

A. P l a t f o r m .
P a r t y  l e a d e r s  s t a t e  t h a t  i t s  m a in  p la t f o r m  i s  th e  c o m p le te  in d e p e n d e n c e  

a n d  l i b e r t y  o f  t h e i r  c o u n t ry .  T hey  had  s to o d  f o r  F re n c h  a n d  J a p  g r ie v a n c e s  lo n g  
en o u g h  an d  w er e r e a d y  f o r  in d e p e n d e n c e .
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However, th ey  were r e a l i s t i c  to  s t a te  th a t  th ey  kne77 th e Fr en ch  would, r e 
tu rn  and th a t th e  best  th ey  co uld hope fo r  th e  p re se n t was re fo rm , bu t th ey  in 
s is te d  on  t h e i r  ind epen denc e in  a f a i r l y  sh o rt  peri od  o f y e a r s - th is  ra n  a l l  th e  
way from 5 to  15 y e a rs .

The le a d e rs  a ls o  s ta te d  and  ad m it te d th a t th ey  would nee d o u ts id e  te c h n ic a l 
hel p i f  indepe nd ence  we re ac hie ved . They e sp e c ia ll y  welcomed th e  hel p America 
m ight  giv e in  th e  way o f te c h n ic ia n s .

B. P o l i t i c s .

As fa r as p o l i t ic s - o u ts id e  o f independence-was co ncern ed  no th in g  was men
ti o n e d . T h e ir  aim was l ib e r ty ,  th ey  sa id , a f te r  th a t th ey  would d is c u ss  p o l i t i 
c a l q u est io n s .

The y were veh ement in  t h e i r  den ia l th a t th e P a r ty  was co mmun istic . Thi s 
was pu re  pr op ag an da , th ey  s a id , put ou t by th e  Fr en ch  and Ch ine se  to  d is c re d i t  
t h e i r  p a rt y .

I t  was obvio us,  i t  was s ia d , to  th e  most ca su al  obse rv er  th a t  th e  o rd in ary  
un ed uc ated  pea sa nt who was 100% Vie tm inh,  had  nev er  he ard of  th e word comaunism 
o r  knew what i t  meant .

The le a d e rs  made an  an alog y to  th e  USA a t th e tim e i t  was se ek in g inde pe nd 
en ce . Th ere were no p a r t ie s  bu t on ly  p a t r i o t s .  P o l i t i c s  came l a t e r .

I  l a t e r  le a rn ed  th a t  many o f th e p a r ty  le a d e rs , in cl ud in g  Mr. Hoo and  Mr.
Van had comm unisti c sy m pa th ie s.  I f  not o u t- r ig h t com mun ists th ey  were d e f in i te ly  
l e f t i s t s . .  Many o th e r  le a d e rs  be li ev e  in  some form o f so c ia li sm .

However, a l l  p a r t i e s  and pers ons,  in cl ud in g  i n d u s t r ia l i s t s  a re  now un it ed  
f o r  in de pe nd en ce . P o l i t i c s  come l a t e r ,  th ey  sa y.

VI . FOREIGN RELATIONS

Th ere was no o f f i c i a l  re p re se n ta ti v e  o f th e  p a r ty  e i th e r  a t  Kunming o r 
Chungking . T his  i s  ob vi ou s inasmuc h as  th e p a rt y  was re co gn ized  by no on e,  ie  
by no fo re ig n  power. However, th e re  were  Annamese pe op le  a t th ese  c i t i e s  who 
were p a rt y  members*

A. Fre nch . The  Vietm inh  cam paig ned  ag a in st  bo th  th e  Ja ps  and Fre nch , a lt h o  
re a li a e d  th a t th e Jap was a g re a te r  da ng er  whi le  ho was he re  and c a r r ie d  on 
a c ti v e  w ar fa re  a g a in s t him. However, th ey  did  no t sh oo t any  Fr en ch  but to  th e  
co n tr a ry  only  ke pt  them un de r su rv e il la n c e  and  e sc o rt ed  many o f them to  sa fe ty  
in  Chi na . They know Fr an ce  i s  a g re a t countr y-b ut th ey  have no re sp ec t fo r  i t s  
c o lo n ia l p o li cy . However, to  show to  th e  wo rld  th ey  were no t b an d it s but a c tu a ll y  
hum an it ar ia ns th ey  fo llow ed  th e  p r in c ip le  of ta k in g  ca re  o f th er a- at  l e a s t  fo r  th e  
moment. The b est  exam ple of  he lp in g  th e Fr en ch  was a t  Tam Dao. The Ja ps had a  
co n cen tr a ti o n  camp th e re  fo r  abou t 20 Fr en ch , in clu d in g  men, women and  c h il d ren . 
The Vi etm inh  la un ch ed  an a tt a c k , su ff e re d  some lo s se s , bu t li b e ra te d  a l l  th e 
Fr en ch  and proc ee de d to  ta ke  ca re  of  them . However, th a t  does  no t mean th ey  a re  
pro -F re nch . To th e  c o n tr a ry  th ey  are  an tipFre nch . But th e above a c ts  show th ey  
fo llow  p rin c ip le s  of ju s t ic e .

The gri ev ance s a g a in s t th e  Fre nc h are  sp e c if ic  and many. As s ta te d  to  me 
here  ar e some in  p a r tj
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1. To re  th an  5 pa rson s c o u ld n 't  as semble with ou t a perm it .
2.  High ta xe3  on la nd , m at ch es , head ta x e s , e tc .
3 . P r iv a te  sc hools  fo rb id den . ,
4 . Hard o r  im po ss ib le  to  g e t c e r ta in  g o v 't  a d m in is tr a ti v e  p o sts  o r

g e t in  b ig  busi ness .
5 . I f  r ic e  i s  3hort , pe op le  s ta rv e  and  th e  Fr en ch  hogs get  th e  r i c e .

S evera l m il li o n  pe op le  st a rv ed  re c e n tl y  i t  was sa id  because o f 
Fr en ch  ho ar di ng  th e ri c e -an d  i t  a l l  sp o il ed .

6.  A p r ic e  was pu t on th e head o f p o l i t i c a l  le a d e rs . So many p ia s tr e s
and  so much s a l t  o ff e re d  as  a re war d.

7. They would buy sa lt -d em an di ng  a c e r ta in  q u an ti fy , and i f  same was
no t re ac hed , would c o n fi sca te  a l l  o t i t .  They would buy i t  f o r  sa y 
30 so us  and s e l l  i t  ba ck  th e same amount fo r  3 p ia s t r e s .

8.  Fo rc ed  sq le  of  opium and  a lc o h o l.  I f  a m ag is tr a te  d id n 't  buy hi 3 qu ot a,
th e  v il la g e  com mittee was a re s te d . Opium consu mp tion was encourag ed  
by prop ag an da .

9 . Fo rb ad e even  manda rin s and la n d lo rd s to  hav e arm s.
10 . Fo rb ad e a l l  p o l i t i c a l  p a r ti e s  and tr ad e  un io ns.  Lea de rs  p u t in  j a i l .
11 . R at io n cou pon s nec es sa ry  f o r  c lo th e s . Fre nc h had  sp e c ia l "A" coupons.

Cou ld get more and s e l l  t h e i r  su rp lu s a t  a p r o f i t .
12 . Taxes on  grow ing  food  and i t s  s a le .
13 . Inhuman p ra c ti c e s !

eg -S hooting and gass in g  o f p o l i t i c a l  p ri so n e rs  a t  Caobang .
3rd  de gr ee  p ra c ti c e s  o f th e  S u re te .

14 . C on trol  and  l im i ta t io n  o f s a l t .
15 . Ko freedom  of th e p re s s .
16 . Po or  ty pe o f Fr en ch  co lo n ia l a d m in is tr a to r . M or al s,  e tc . ba d.  Emp eror

o f  Annam and  King  o f  Cambodia m er el y st ooges  and puppet s.
17 . Fr en ch  gave  8 g i r l s  fo r  th e p le a su re  of Ja p mayor a t Ha no i.

(F re nc h sa y th ey  were fo rc ed  to  do i t . )

The  P a rt y  le a d e rs  were a t  a l l  tim es  w il li n g  to  ta lk  to  Fr en ch  le a d e rs  on 
quest io ns of  re fo rm s and on quest io ns co nc er ni ng  Gen eral  D eG au lle' s p ro cl am at io n  
f o r  FIC , which  th ey  cla im ed  to  be va gu e. As ev id en ce  o f t h e i r  good  f a i t h  in  th is  
re gard  th ey  were w il li n g  to  f ly  to  Kunming f o r  th is  pu rp os e r a th e r  th an  i n s i s t  
th a t  th e Fre nc h come here . AGAS was used  as  in te rm ed ia ry . The  P a rty  Chi ef  was 
a c tu a ll y  sc he du le d to  go to  Kunming v/hen th e  su rr ender of th e  Ja ps was announced .

B. C hin es e. The r e la ti o n s  w ith th e Chi ne se  have not been  p le a sa n t.  Fo r 
exa mp le,  th e  p a r ty  ch ie f Mr. C.M. Hoo was a r re s te d  in  Ch ina  held  w itho ut  a t r i a l  
and ch arge d w ith be in g a Jap  spy,  so i t  was s ta te d  by Hoo. Pro ba bl y th e  t r u th  was 
th a t  he was a r re s te d  be cause of h is  l e f t i s t  sy m pa th ie s.

The Chi ne se  hav e re p ea te d ly  ac cu sed th e  VML as  be ing b an d it s and th a t  th e  
p a r ty  i s  c a 'j n u n is ti c .

The Chi ne se  have spon so red an Anna mite  P a rt y  o f i t s  own which  i t  cl ai m s to  
be th e  tr u e  p a r ty .

Chinese  tr oops o r  i r re g u la rs  have cro ss ed  th e f r o n t ie r  and committed a c ts  
o f b an d it ry .

Fol lo win g are  pu rp or te d to  be some ex cerp ts  o f l e t t e r s  se nt to  th e  VML by 
th e  Chinese  spon so red p a rt y i
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"F rie nd  we re ce iv ed  an  o rd e r from  th e  commander in  c h ie f  ( th a t  mean3 
Gen eral  Chang F a i K w ei- tr an sl a to r)  to  come and work in  In do -C hi na . Eecau s9 
com rad es of  d i f f e re n t  l o c a l i t i e s  no t y e t u n it ed , \ie ca nn ot  ex ec ute  th a t  o rd e r.
’We w ri te  t h i s  l e t t e r  to  t e l l  you , e it h e r  yo ur  group s h a l l  jo in  our grou p to  
work to g e th e r,  o r  you s t i c k  to  communism. In  th e  l a t t e r  cas e,  when o ur army 
e n te rs  In do -C hi na , we w il l d e st ro y  you, th en  i t  w il l be to o l a t e  fo r  yo u to  
re p e n t.  In  24 ho ur s you  must come to  se e us  to  ta lk  th in g s  over.

sig ned*  The Peo pl es  R ev olu tionar y P a rt y  o f  Indo -C hina  
21 /5 /4 5 Commander of  th e  F i r s t  T ai -T oi o f  th e  F i r s t  C h it o il

Luu Pin g Man"
9*9999 99 *9 99 9949*9999 «*>9****9**

"Our army re ce iv ed  o rd e rs  to  come her e to  ho ld  th e R ev olu ti onar y  Lea gue  
o rg an iz e  a re v o lu ti o n ary  gove rnme nt,  and to  dest ro y  th e  Ja p s.  P le a. se , t e l l  
th e  popu la ti o n  o f th e  v i ll a g e s  to  come home. I f  th ey  keep on  h id in g  in  th e  
m ou nt ai ns  th ey  w il l be pu ni sh ed  as  b an d it s.

8 Ju ly , 1945 si gned : Liang  kie n Thoong
Kham Loong Pan

"Our army re ce iv ed  o rd e rs  to  s ta ti o n  in  th e  d i f f e re n t  d i s t r i c t s  o f  Langson , 
in  o rd e r to  d e s tr o y  bandit  p a r t i e s ,  and  to  kee p pe ac e and  o rd e r.  'He hop e th e  
lo c a l  popu la ti o n  cooper ate s w ith  us to  p ro te c t t h e i r  l i f e  and  to  kee p pe ac e and 
o rd e r in  t h e i r  l o c a l i t i e s .

Ju ly  sig ne d*  Pe op le  Rev . Army of In do -C hina
F i r s t  C h it o i.

Commander Lee in g Khe.
2nd Comm. Lia ng  t in g  Lin"

♦ >> >> «{t $ •> :j» * * »> 0 * * * * *X * 4* •’> 0 aj» % $ »> »X * $
"The aim of our army i s  to  he lp  th e  n a ti o n a l re v o lu ti o n  o f  In do -C hina  and 

to  d e st ro y  bandit  p a r ti e s  in  d if fe re n t p la ces o f th a t countr y . We le a rn  th a t 
th e re  ar e d i f f e re n t  p a r ti e s  making a g it a ti o n  and prop ag anda  fo r  f a ls e  d o c tr in e , 
co n tr a ry  to  th e  d o c tr in e  o f  th e  R evolu ti onar y League o f  In do -C hi na .

But we w il l pa rd on  th es e  p a r ti e s  i f  th ey  su rr ender to  u s,  ob ey  th e  d o c tr in e  
o f o u r p a r ty , V/e, th e commanders w il l be ge ne ro us  and pa rd on  th e  p a s t . From th e  
da y o f th is  p ro cl am at io n , a l l  p a r t ie s  must send  re p re se n ta ti v e s  to  o u r Hq. to  
as k f o r  su rr en d er.  Otherwise we sh a ll  send b ig  army to  d e s tr o y  them p i t i l e s s l y .

sig ned*  Peo pl e Rev . Army o f In do -C hi na .
F i r s t  C h it o i.

Commander Lee  in g Khe.
2nd Comm. Li an g Ti ng  l i n . "

**9*99**99999*9*9*9999**9*9*9***«««

Ge ne ra l S ia o  Wan, one o f  th e  4*h War Zone c h ie fs , v ic e  ch ai rm an  o f th e  Wai - 
ts u -s u  (F ore ig n a f f a i r s  se c ti o n , M ar sh al l Ch ian g fa  Kwei be in g th e  ch ai rm an ),  and  
a r re p re se n ta ti v e  o f l.i arch al  Ch ian g fa  Kwei to  le ad  th e  R evolu ti onar y  Leagu e of 
Ind o China  wro te  in  one o f h is  l e t t e r s  to  Mr . C.M. Hoo Vi etminh P a rt y  C hie f as  
fo llo ws*



»1. The VI,IL us es  t e r r o r i s t i c  p o l ic ie s  and i s  communist.
2.  VML us es  "d ie ha rd  and ly in g  p o li c ie s "  v is -a -v is  f r ie n d ly  n a ti o n  which 

sy m pa th iz es  w it h  In do -C hine se  re v o lu ti o n ; t h i s  i s  ta u n ti n g  In do -C hine se  re v o lu 
ti o n , ta u n ti n g  the f r ie n d ly  n a ti o n .

3 . VML does n’t  f ig h t th e Ja ps,  bu t f ig h ts  Ch ina  and In do -C hine se  Peo ple .
4 . VML le a d e rs  have no in te l li g e n c e , no good a t t i tu d e ,  no confiden ce . They 

alw ays show na rro w,  re ac ti o n a ry , in capab le , ir re sp o n s ib le . Every wh ere  pe op le  
d esp is e  them . They d o n 't  get  any  so c ia l p o s it io n , to  sa y no th in g o f  in te r 
n a ti o n a l p o s i t io n . . . "

Gen eral  .S ia P yon to ld  an E xec utive Member o f th e Re vel Lea gue  o f  Indo -C hina  
th e  fo llo w in g*  ( th e  member was h is  p ro te g e  bef or e bu t now in  d is g ra ce  because o f 
be in g f r ie n d ly  to  VML): "V M L i s  worse  th an  b an d it s . I f  VML do es n’t  ge t ou t 
o f Ba ola c h e ’d dend ban d it s to  d e st ro y  i t .  I f  th e b an d it s ca nn ot  do i t ,  he’d 
send  re g u la r  tr o o p s,  f i r s t  to  f ig h t V M L, th en  to  f ig h t th e Ja p s.  Mr. C.M. Hoo 
fl ew  ba ck  on bo ard an Am eric an p la ne. The Am ericans  gav e him rad io  so t and money 
to  do in te ll ig e n c e  se rv ic e  fo r  them . On th e o th er hand , Hoo keeps a l l  th e  news 
fro m C hi na ’s kno wledge . He added* I ’l l  im med ia tely  g iv e  th e o rd e r to  f ig h t VML. 
Any VML man ca ug ht  in  Ch ina  w il l be k i l l e d .  No VML w il l be al lowed  to  coma to  
C h in a .. * 6 May 1945-

In  an o th e r t a lk  w ith  th e same member i t  i s  re p ort ed  th a t th e  Gen eral  sa id  
th e fo llo w in g*  "So long  as  VML re p re se n ta ti v e s  do n’t  come to  Chi ng si  to  se e him, 
he ke ep s consi der in g  VML as  enemy, and  he w il l inform  Am erica and  En glan d to  
d e c la re  VML b an d it s , and th ey  w il l se nd  p la nes to  bomb, to  machine  gu n,  and  to  
hu m down ho us es  in  th os e p la ces where VML e x is ts .  And th en  th e  R evolu ti onar y 
League  w il l be se n t in  to  re o rg an iz e .

C. Am erican . The P art y  has no th in g  bu t p ra is e  and k in dness fo r th e Ameri 
ca ns  and to  send  st uden ts  th er e and  in v it e  American te ch n ic ia n s her e i s  i t s  de 
s i r e .  I t3  re la ti o n  with  American OSO per so nnel  and AGAS per so nnel  ha s been 
ver y f r ie n d ly . The P a rt y  ha s he lp ed  in  re tu rn in g  se vera l Am eric an p i lo t s  and 
Mr . C.M. Hoo had a pers onal  co nf er ne ce  w it h  Ge ne ra l Ch en au lt a t  Kunming on th e 
su b je c t.

V II . PROPAGANDA

Prop ag an da  to  fu r th e r  th e p a r ti e s  p la tf o rm  was c a rr ie d  on  by sm al l pr op a
ganda gr ou ps  who tr a v e le d  ab ou t th e coun tr y . These  grou ps  o r  co mmitt ee s con
s is te d  in  a la rg e  p a r t by s tu d e n ts .

The Committee  publi sh ed  from tim e to  tim e ph am plets  and l e a f l e t s  in  which 
i t  ex pre ss ed  th e  p a r ti e s  p o l ic ie s  and ex ho rted  th e  pe op le  ag a in st  th e  Ja ps and 
Fre nch . T his  was o f a li m it e d  ex te n t as  duri ng  th e occ upat io n  p r in ti n g  methods 
and  pap er  were, a t a premium.

V II I.  GUERILLA T/ARFARE

Be fore  th e Ja p su rr ender of 15 Au gu st , i t  was s ta te d  by p a rt y  c h ie f s , th a t 
th e re  were in  To nk in ab ou t 3,00 0 armed g u e r il la s  o p era ti n g  in  sm al l ban ds o f to
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15 to  20 men. T h e ir  armam ent c o n sis te d  of th e Fr en ch  8mm r i f l e  o r "KUsquston"  
some ol d Fr en ch  Machin e Guns,  Rus sian  r i f l e s ,  ve ry  o ld  si n g le  sh ot  pow der  typ e 
sh ot  gu ns , some s te n s  and Bre ns (whic h had  been arpp ped by th e B r i ti s h  to  th e 
Fr en ch  a f te r  9 March), some ca ptu re d Ja p weapons, and  l a s t l y  bows and ar ro w s,  o f 
which  th e  w rit e r  ha s se en  se v e ra l.

Du rin g th e  tim e,  th e  w rit e r  was in  FIC v/ ith  Vi etm inh troops (16  Ju ly  to  
25 Aug us t),  re p o rt s  were co n st an tl y  coming in  o f sn a il  c la sh es w ith Vi etminh 
tr oops ag a in st  Ja p co nv oy s. To l i s t  a l l  th es e  c la sh es i s  im po ss ib le  si nce  many 
a re  no t known and what i s  known th e  in te ll ig e n c e  on  i t  was not alw ays to o c le a r  
due to  th e ex tre me  d i f f i c u l t i e s  of  com mu nic ation .

N a tu ra ll y , th e  Ja ps were no match  fo r  th e poorl y  aime d Vie tm in h,  th e re fo re  
t h e i r  a c ti o n  was u su a ll y  h i t  and ru n,  seldom wi pin g out a whole Ja p column and  
sel dom cap tu ri n g  Jap m a te r ie l.

The  fo llow in g  a re  some f a i r l y  wel l a u th en ti ca te d  eng age ments  between Ja ps  
and  Vi etm inh tr oops in  Tonk in*

1 . Jap L t.  Haraodi k i ll e d  a t Tha i Nguyen.
2.  10 Ju ly -C ap tu re d  36 r i f l e s  a t  Luc-a n-C hau
3 . 14 J ly  -C ap tu re d 40 r i f l e s  a t  Yen Bin h.
4 . 25 July-VML ca ptu re d d i s t r i c t s  o f Hiepho a and  Yen Th e.
5 . 4 Ju ly -2 0 Frenchmen-m en,  women and  c h il d re n , in  Jap co n cen tr a ti o n  camp 

a t  Tara Dao l ib e ra te d  by Vi etminh.
6.  23 Ju ly -9  s in g le  sh ot  r i f l e s ,  18 ho rs es,  5 to ns o f r ic e  ca ptu re d  nea r 

Cho Moi on C o lo n ia l Ro ute  3
7 . 20 -^5  Au gu st- Oc cupie d town o f T hai  Nguyen. Ja ps re fu se d  to  su rr ender 

fo r  5 da ys , s t r e e t  f ig h ti n g . Cap tu re d ov er  500 r i f l e s ,  250 p a ir s  of 
sh oes , 72 b la n k e ts , 8 ho rs es,  4 au to m obiles , over  3*000 to ns o f r ic e , 
la rg e  quan ti es su gar,  s a l t  and  many m is ce ll aneo us a r t i c l e s .

(Th e abo ve re p re se n ts  only  a f r a c t io n  o f a l l  eng age ments )

In  many o th e r  wa ysthe  pe op le  hi nder ed  th e  Ja ps.  They des tr oyed  b ri d g es , 
dug c r a te r s  in  ro ads,  put b a rr ic ad es acro ss  ro ads,  and th e pe op le  o f Cho Chu 
bu rned  down th e i r  e n ti r e  v il la g e  and l e f t  th e ru in s  to  th e  Ja ps.

IX.  F0 Ml AT ION OF GOVERNiJENT AFTER JAP SURRENDER

Im med iately  a f t e r  th e  15th  Augu st announcement o f su rr ender n eg o ti a ti o n s  
P a rt y  le a d e rs  began  moving  in to  Ha no i. The  Ja ps had  en te re d  in to  n e g o ti a ti o n s  
w ith th e  Vi etminh th e re  p e rm it ti n g  them to  c a rr y  arms and al lo win g th e i r  para des,  
dem onst ra tions,  "m an if e st a ti o n s" , e tc .

The Vietm inh  to ok  over  se v e ra l p u b li c  bu il d in g s in clu d in g  th e  fo rm er  home 
o f th e Fr en ch  "R es id en t S u p eri o r" . The "Gu ards In di ge ne " a ls o  su rr ender ed  to  th e  
Vie tm inh,  no t only  in  Ha no i bu t ev eryw he re . The Vi etm inh th us ob ta in ed  a l l  th e r  
asnns, am mu nit ion , st o ck s o f  c lo th in g , e tc .

The p a r ty  s e t up a  new P ro v is io n a l Governmen t s e le c ti n g  p a r ty  and  non-p art y  
members to  cab in e t p o s ts . The new gov ern me nt was e n th u s ia s t ic a ll y  su pp or te d by 
what ap pe ar ed  to  be a  v a s t m a jo ri ty  o f  th e  p o p u la ti on  a l l  over  F .I .C . The pu pp et



em peror, Ba od ai,  ab d ic at ed  in  i t s  fa v o r and  o ff e re d  h is  se rv ic e s as  ad v is o r.
The Government  pr oc la im ed  a "D ec la ra ti on  o f Inde pe nd en ce ". I t  a ls o  s ta te d  

th a t a g enera l e le c ti o n  would be held  in  two mo nth s, and u n iv e rs a l su ff ra g e  would 
be in  e f f e c t .  Everyone  over  18 would have v o ti ng  p r iv il e g e s , ex ce pt c ri m in als  
and th ose  in sa ne.

Mr. C.M. Hoo ( r e a l  name Ho Chi  Minh) wa3 made tempo rary  P re s id en t o f th e 
P ro v is io n a l Co un cil  and M in is te r o f  Fore ig n a f f a i r s .  Mr. Van ( r e a l  namei Vo 
Nguyen Gi ap) was made tempo ra ry  m in is te r  of  th e I n te r io r .



PICT UR ES  FRO M TH E “D EER” MISSION  WITH OR IG IN AL  CA PTIONS

A ug us t 15, 1945 —“T ra in in g na tive  so ld iers  in th e  us e of  t he Carbi ne  by 
tr ia ngula ti on .”

A ug us t 16, 1945 —“F ir in g t h e  Ca rbine.
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A ug us t 17, 1945 —“S oldiers pr ac tic e gr en ad e th ro w in g. ”

A ug us t 17, 1945 —“Maj . Th om as  il lu st ra ti ng  t he us e of gr en ad e. ”
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A ug us t 17, 1945 —“A not her  p ar ty  o f lea de rs  f rom H ano i f or  conf er en ce  to  d ete r
mi ne  na tion al  policy fo r In do -C hina .”
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Aug us t 19, 1945 —“S old ier s re st in g  on tr a il  to  Th ai  Ngu yen,  ou r objec tive. 
Tra il is se cr et  one tw is ting  t h ru  ric e field s an d fo re st s. ”

A ug us t 19, 1945 —“In vi lla ge  of Ta m Dinh. Viet Min h le ad er s plan  at ta ck  on 
Ja p  ga rr is on  in Tha i Ngu ye n”
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A ug us t 20, 1945 —“Troo ps  ta ke up po sit ions  in s tr e e t”

A ugu st  20, 1945 —“P re par in g to  move off to figh t.”
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Se pt em be r 1, 1945 —“R oad th ru  Th ai Ng uy en  to  Han oi .”

Se pt em be r 23, 1945 —Bu s (cha rcoa l bu rn er ) be tw ee n Hanoi an d he re .



II. “DETACHMENT 404”: MISSION TO SAIGON
HEADQUARTERS

OFFICE OF STRATEGIC SERVICES 
INDIA BURMA THEATER

25 Au gu st  1945

SUBJECT: O p e ra ti o n  EMBANKMENT

TO i L t.  C o fi -M o sc ri p  ~ 
O p e ra ti o n s  O f f ic e r

1 . M aj or  Ma harg has in fo rm ed  me t h a t  L t.  '' o l .  C as s,  
B r i t i s h  SEAC A s sa u lt  U n it  commander f o r  Saig on , re q u e s te d  in  y e s 
t e r d a y ’s  1000 m eeti ng  t h a t  th e  com mandin g o f f i c e r  o f  t h e  OSS u n i t ,  
to  be a tt a c h e d  to  h is  command su bm it  to  him  a  s ta te m en t co n cern in g  
th e  o b je c t iv e s  an d re q u ir em en ts  o f  EMBANKMENT.A

2. The o b je c t iv e s  o f  EMBANKMENT, to  q u o te  from  C olo nel  
C o u g h li n ’s  memorandum to  th e  C h ie fs 'o i’ F i el  d M io  s i  o ns,  15 Aug us t 
19 45 , a r e ,  " th e  in v e s t ig a t io n  o f  Vfar C rim es , p r is o n e rs  o f  w ar,  and 
c o n d it io n  o f  (U .S »)  p r o p e r t i e s ’’,  R A i i s  i n te r e s te d  aB w e ll  in  
t h e  c o l l e c t i o n  o f  su ch  do cu men ts an d p u b li sh e d  m a te r ia l  a s may pro ve 
o f  i n t e r e s t  t o  t h e  Library  o f  C ongre ss ,

3 . S in oe  EMBANKMENT w i l l  ha ve  co mmun icat io n f a c i l i t i e s ,  
and s in c e  i t  i s  my in te n t io n  to  r e q u i s i t i o n  s u i t a b le  U.S . p ro p e rty  
(s u ch  as  t h e  Te xa co  home) as  a Hq. jf lJ iJ  s u i t a b l e  r e q u i s i t i o n s  ha ve  
bee n made f o r  fo o d ,a n d  sp e c ia l fu n d s a l l o t t e d  f o r  th e  h i r in g  o f  
dom est ic  a id  an d p u rc h ase  o f  t r a n s p o r ta t i o n ,  I  do n o t se e  a t  t h i s  
ti m e t h a t  EMBANKMENT has any l i s t  o f  re q u ir em en ts  to  p re s e n t  to
C ol.  C a ss ,y' .

A. PETER DEWEY /
M aj or,  AUS ' . /

* EMBANKMENT C.O . 1
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BRANCH HEADQUARTERS 
D e t.  ItOU

SA IG O N, FREN CH  EJ DO-C HIN A

17 S e p t . /  19U5

SUBJECT: C h ro n o lo g ic a l l i s t  o f  d a te s  f o r  M is si on  EMBANKMENT.

TO s Commanding O f f ic e r , OSS SU Detac hm en t UoU, Saig on FI C.

1 .  The fo ll o w in g  i s  a  c h ro n o lo g ic a l l i s t  o f  th e  more im p o rt a n t 
d a te s  o f  m is s io n  EMBANKMENT, up  to  an d in c lu d in g  17 S e p t .,  19U5>.

2 S e p t , Ad va nce PO’.V p a r ty  c o n s is t in g  o f  L t .  Cou na ss e an d 3 EM 
a r r iv e d  S a ig o n .

U S e p t.  1 s t  ech e lo n  EMBANKMENT c o n s is t in g  o f  L t .  C ol.  Dewey, 
M aj or  B lu ec h e l,  C ap t.  F r o s t ,  L ts .  Be kk er  an d Wicks 
a r r iv e d  Saig on .

5 S e p t . 2 n d .e ch e lo n  EMBANKMENT, c o n s is t in g  o f C a p ts . W hi t? ,
C oold ig e an d V arn er,  a r r iv e d  S a ig on . 8 comb at  car go 
p la n e s  a r r iv e d  f o r  e v ac u a ti o n  o f  POWs.

6 S e p t . 2lU  Am er ican  POWs d e p a r te d  f o r  C a lc u tt a  v i a  8 comb at
carg o  p la n e s .

7 S e p t.  R esi den ce o f  Mr. F e r i e r  a c q u ir e d  f o r  EMBANKMENT he ad 
q u a r te r s .  P h y s ic a l p o s s e s s io n  ta k e n .

10 S e p t . H ou se ho ld  s t a f f  o f  s e rv a n ts  a c q u ir e d . F re nch  O ff ic e rs  
o f  ACM e n te r ta in e d  a t  d in n e r .

12 S e p t .  C apt.  Leo nar d a r r iv e d  Saig on .

13  S e p t.  M aj or  Gen. Gra ce y a r r iv e d  S a ig o n . C a p ts . C oo lidg e an d
V arn er d e p a r te d  f o r  D a la t.

15 S e p t . C a p ts . C oolidge an d V arn er  re tu rn e d  from  D a la t .

HE RB ER T^ BLUECHE^ 
M aj or,  CAC 
A d ju ta n t.

---- -

/ /
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i-iLB-2739-A
ER AnC il 'HEADQ UAR TER S 

O F F IC E  OF  S l i l A E G I C  SER V IC ES 
DE TA CIEIE RT  I4.OI4.

Saigon , FIC .,
30 Septcnberl9U$»

SUBJSCTi P o li ti ca l aims and philosophy  of the Viet Liinh Government of 
French Indo-China, and th ei  r  a tt it u d e  toward America and Americana.

TO The Commanding Off icer , OSS Detachment Uol|, Headquarters SSAC. APO U32. *

The aim of  the  Vie t I'inh  pa rty aa expressed by Foreign Mini ste r Pnam Ilgoc Thach dur ing an inte rvicnr  on 1$ September, 19^5, was to g^in  by peac eable means se lf  government f o r the  Annanese peo ple . Ho st at ed  th at tlie pa rty  was su ff ic ie n tl y  well organized to  assume immediate government of Viet liam, i . c . ,  tho th ree co st al  prov ince s of Cochinchina, Annan, and Tonkin. Laos and Cambodia are conside red sepa rat e co un tri es  by tho Annanese, bu t th e ir  pla ns included pro vis ion s fo r an enten te with  those two provinces  tog oth er wi th Thailand whereby an economic bloc could be formed.

pie main ob ject ive was to  ri d  the  Annamites of French ru le , immedia te ly  i f  po ss ib le , gra dually i f  necessary  (th e P li lipp in es  plan  was fre que nt ly  ci te d by i!. Thach as a model ). According to  Thach, th is  w?.3 by no means incompa tible  with French de si re s,  fo r French commercial in te re st s would remain. In  fa c t ho st at ed  th at the  Viet f'inh wanted and needed French in te re st s to  develop tho  cou ntry . But i t  was al so  in fe rr ed  th at an Annai'iese government "would be in  a po si tion  to exclude  undesirab le firms and in vi to  oth er fo re ign in te re s ts , part ic u la rl y  American. Thach wa3 thoroughly convinced th at  American concerns could  make an immense co nt ri bu tio n to  tho development of th e cou ntry.

According to  the or ig in al  plan , the  ain3 of the Viet liinh were to bo pre sen ted  to  the French Government and al so  to  the  B ri ti sh  and American re pr es en ta tiv e3 who, i t  was hoped, would a ss is t as ne ut ra ls  i  n subsequent ne go tia tio ns . Thach hoped th a t the French would recognize the  "j ust  and rcaso nablo claims of the Viet liinh"  and make pro vis ion s fo r a t  le a s t a small measure of Annanite se lf -r u le . I t  appears th at tho Viet Finh expected the  French to heed the  arguments and the* Bri ti sh  to  "weigh them imparti a ll y " .

But as the  si tu ati on  pro gre ssed, no one received the  Viet liinh Minis ter s and tho pa rty  was f orc ed to  evacuate tho publi c bu ild ings  they  had been using l’or  th e ir  government. The Viet i'inh  pr ot es ted bu t gradua lly  re ti re d , under fo rce of arms, even tua lly  dec idin g on a pa ssi ve  course of ac tio n,  namely -  to  evacuate all.  Annamites from Saigon Cholon area , and se t up headq uar ters in  the cou ntry. I t  was f e l t  th at Saigon could  be 
brought to  terms withou t vio lence sin ce  tho French populat ion  was en ti re ly
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( P o li ti ca l aims and Piiilosopl iy, Cont. )

dependent upon Annamited fo r food. Fu rth er , no Annamite would work fo r 
any Frenchman, and thus  a ll  French concerns would be unable to  func tio n.  
Since the  Viet iiinh co nt ro lle d a t  le a s t a ma jor ity  of the Annamites by one 
moans or anoth er,  such a plan was qu ite  pra ct ic ab le .

On the  22nd of Scpter.'.ber, the  eve of the  outbreaks , Thach st at ed  
in  an in te rv i ew, th at  as a f in a l measure of desper ation cs' the Vie t i.linh 
would sta ge  a mass demonstra tion of many thousands of Annamite3 marching 
through Saigon completly  unarmed and car rying  only  banners and emblems 
of  the  part y . I t  was hoped th at  French and B ri tish  troops would f ir o  on 
the  Annamites caus ing many ca us al ti es , bring ing  the at te nt io n of the world 
to  the se "pe acefu l, freedo a-loving  ma rty rs" .

I am civanced  th a t Thach a t no time planned on having recour se to 
vio len ce and I  have reaso n to  be lie ve  th a t ho i s  appaled by the tu rn  even ts 
have tak en . I t  is  ce rtai n he longed fo r the  goodwil l and fri en ds hip of 
Americans and of the B ri ti sh  as wel l, though in  the  la t te r  case he vraa 
discouraged by many rebu ffs. Pr io r to  1 October, General Gracey had . 
refuse d to meet with the loaders of tho  Viet iiinh and ignored th e ir  pleas 
fo r a confere nce . H. Thach i s  recogn i zed by General  Gracey and Colonol 
Ce dil le as tho o ff ic ia l spokesman and one of the  th re e lead er s of the  
Southern Committee of the Viet ’’in h.

Since 23 September when the French, through fo rce of  am s,  took over  
tiie c it y  h a ll , the  Annaraese have re so rted  to  a re ign  of te rro r . Their  cry  
lias been "dea th to  a ll  Europeans", and have engaged in  kidnappings, murders , 
arson,  and indisc rim inate sn ip in g.  Sic or ig in al  plan of evac uatin g 
Saigon and the reby cu tti ng  i t  of f from a l l  sources of food supply was 
placed  in  operat ion,  bu t in  ad di tio n armed ’warfare  of a so rt  has been 
re so rted  to  and many small pi tche d ba tt le s have re su lted . Ju st  how f a r  
the  Annamese w il l go in  th eir  determinat ion  to  gain se lf  independence 
remains to  be seen. I >

An in te re st in g  but imp ortant si de-l ig h t is  tho fa c t th a t Americans 
are no t condidercd to  belong in  the  c la ss if ic a ti on  ’’Europeans". Americans 
ar e considered to  be a sep ara te people,  and the  Vie t Finh lead er s exoressed 
tiie hope th at Amsidcans -would v i ew fav ora bly  th e ir  bid  fo r independence, 
sin ce  wa ourse lve s fought fo r and gainod our independence under a si tu at io n 
conside red to be simila r to th at ns cxi s ts  in  Indo Cliina to-day.  The Viot 
i.'iinh l ea de rs  wore espe cial ly  des irous of  gain ing our fri en ds hip and oft en  
exoressed tho  hope th at we would sponsor th e ir  bid fo r independence and 
the reb y fo rce tho French to  y ie ld .

In view of the  forego ing , and in  view of the  many insta nc es  of 
defe rence shorn to  me and oth er members of tho  033 mission  vdiilo moving 
through Annamite d is tr ic ts  under pr ot ec tio n of a displa yed American fl ag , 
d e ta il s of which arc  containe d in  an att ached a ff id av it , I  an convinced 
th at  Major A. P 7TER DElVEf, AC, O-9119U7, was ambushed and ki ll ed  through 
being  mistaken of being of a nat io nal it y  othe r than American. If  the  Jeep 
in  which he was ridi ng  a t tho time of the incide nt  had heen dis play ing an 
American f la g , I  fe el po si tive  th a t the  sho ts would not  have been fi re d .
A fl ag  was no t being displayed  in  accofdancc with vorbal in st ru ct io ns  is s 
ued by Genera l Gracey, Conoanding General of the  Allied  Con trol Co mission,  
Saigon. Detai ls of those in st ru ct io ns ar e contained in  an accompanying 
a f f i dav it .

HERBERT  J .  BL Ui iCUE L,  
C a s t . ,  C A C .,  
O - S 0 6 6 1 9 .



285

M LQ -2 73 9- J

BiiALCii HTADQUAdTilHS 
OFr’ICS OF STRATEGIC SERVICES 

Dsm an zK ii UoU

Sa igon , FIC .,
30 Se ptem be r, 19li3

SUBJECT: Comments on re p o r t pub li sh ed  by th e  A ll ie d  C on trol  Commission, 
Saigo n,  co nc er ni ng  th e even ts  of 26 Se pte mber, 19U5.

TO : 7ne Corimanding O ff ic e r,  OSS De tachm ent  Uoh, H ea dq ua rter s S’lAC, 
I APO Ji32.

1 , Tno fo llov/ing  comments a rc  made T/ ith  re gard s to  st a te m en ts  
co nta in ed  in  th e  re p o r t publi sh ed  by th e A ll ie d  C on trol  Com mission,
Sa igon , co nc er ni ng  th e  even ts  of  26 Septe mber, 19 'i5 .

A. P a r.  6 , 2nd l in e  "o rd er ed  to  -------  re co ver  Col  Dewey’3
body  fo rc e  headquart ers  were no t a ra ro  a t  th a t  ti r. o  
th at.  th e  body  of Col Dewey had be en  ta ke n awry by  the 
Anncumcse. tl a jo r DLBASCiiES was f i r s t  info rm ed  of th a t  
f a c t  by  Ma jor  knUADS, AC, sh o r tl y  a f t e r  ap pea ring a t  the 
sc en e o f th e  in c id e n t.  Thi s i s  v e r i f ie d  in  P a r.  9 , l i n n
7, -  'ddi'iiiALI th en  e x p la in e d ------- to  re s to re  o rd er -  -e tc . ,  " .

B. P a r.  13 , l in e  2 . "They came to  th e  a re a ’i n  MT ------- (bo )
a tt a c k  th e American mi s s io n " . Th is i s  a s ta te n  a t  of 
f a c t  f o r  5/iiich  T aj or ArSUAM ha s no pro of o f an y k in d .

C. P a r.  ,1 ? , l in e  6 . "Col Caos had as ke d De we y---- s a t i s f i e d
T/ith*’sa fe ty  o f h is  house ".  I  have  no kno wle dge  o f t h i s .
Ma jor  DC.;"dx never  me nt ione d th e  in c id e n t to  me n o r to  any  
o th e r member of th e  OGS m is si on .

P ar.  2k . I  have no knowle dge  of th i s  in c id e n t.

IS. P a r.  2J?. To th ese  co nc nl 3i on s I  do no t ag re e . While i t  
i3  tr u e  th e Annamece fi re d , on th e  OSS headquart ers  in  s p i te  
of th e  f a c t  an  Am eric an f la g  was f ly in g , y e t  by  th i s  tim e 
th e  f i g h t  was on and I  do not  b e li ev e  th e  Annamose st op ed  
to  co nsi der o r  to  r e a l i s e  th ey  vrere  a tt a c k in g  Am erican  oc c
up ie d  p ro p o r ty . They wore un do ub tedl y se ek in g re ve ng e fo r  
th e  5 An nami tcs  h i t  duri ng  th e  co ur se  o f ry  es ca pe  fr o n  th e 
a-fbush,  and not ai ri g b p t fo rc o  of a rn s co ul d st op  th e n . To 
us o th i s  a s  a  pr em ia  fo r  the  co nc uls io n th a t  " i t  i s  ex trem el y 
doub tf u l whe th er  th e  fl y in g  o f a f la g  oh th e  p a in ti n g  of th e  
U.S.  f la g  on th e Jeep  "would hav o had  any  d e te r re n t e f f e c t  
on th e  a tt a c k e rs " , io  w ithou t lo g ic a l se qu en ce . Tha t i s  a 
co nculs io n  th ey  would  l ik e  to  b e li e v e , b u t they' ha ve  no f a c ts  
w it h  which  to  pro pound  such  a  s ta te m en t.

Il

IIE R3 3U ? J .  BLUECIIEL , 
C a n t . .  CAC .
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A F F I D A V I T

Be fore  me th e  un der si gne d a u th o r it y  du ly  empowered to  ta ke  ack now led
gem ents,  ap pe ar ed  C ap ta in  HERBERT J . BLUECHEL, 0-2 86819, knov/n to  me to  be  
th e pers on  vfhose name i s  su bsc ri bed  below , and  ha ving  be en  by  me f i r s t  
du ly  sworn , d id  on oath  •w ithout f e a r  o r co mp ulsio n, s t a te  as  fo ll ow s:

Thi s i s  an  ac co un t of th e  even ts  su bs eq ue nt  to  and  fo ll ow in g  th e  k i l 
li n g  of A. PETER DEJEY, Majo r, AC, O-9119U7?

A ll  ev en ts  d e ta il e d  h ere in  tr a n sp ir e d  on Wednesday, 26 Septe mb er 19U3.
In  ac co rd an ce  w ith  ar ra ng em en ts  p re v io u sly  made, Ma jor  DEWEY was sch edu led , 
to  d e p a rt  Sa igon  fo r  C a lc u tt a , In d ia , and  su bs eq ue nt ly  Kandy, Ce ylo n, v ia  
ATC. A ra d io  message  had be en  re ce iv ed  on th e  aft ern oon  of 23 Septe mb er 
in fo rm in g us of th e  ex pe ct ed  a r r iv a l  of an  ATC pla ne in  Sa igon  a t  ap pro xi
m at ely O9*3o ho ur s 26 Se pte mber. A cc or ding ly  Major DE.VEY made a l l  necess ary  
p re p a ra ti o n s  to  dep a rt  on th a t  p la n e , and on th e mor ning of 26 Septe mb er I  
drove iiim to  th e  a i r - p o r t  in  ou r Je ep , fo llow in g th e ro u t9  marked "A" on 
th e accompan ying sk e tc h . V/d depart ed  OSS headquar te rs  a t  ap pro xi m at el y 
09 :00  and a rr iv e d  a t  th e  a i r - p o r t  a t  ap Dr ox im ate ly  09*10. There  we con
ta c te d  Majo r FRANK H. RHOADS, AC, O-UOH879, commanding ATC pers onnel 
s ta ti o n e d  in  Sa igon . He info rm ed  us he had no t re ceiv ed  news of th e  p la ne 
as  y e t,  b u t ex pe ct ed  i t  to  a r r iv e  befo re  noon.  I  th en  drov e Ma jor  DEWEY 
to  th e  C on ti nen ta l H ote l,  Sa igon , fo llow in g  th e  ro u te  marked "B" on accom
pa ny ing sk etc h , where we pic ked  up  h is  lu ggag e.  Ma jor  DEWEY ha d a t  h is  
d is p o sa l a room in  th e  H ot el  wh ere  he  co nd uc ted consi dera b le  OSS b usi ness , 
and The re  he a ls o  kep t consi dera b le  o f h is  pers o n a l qquipm en t. Je  re tu rn ed  
to  th e  a i r - p o r t  fo llow in g  ro u te  "B" a rr iv in g  a t  ap pr ox im at el y 10: 30.  At  
ab ou t 11 :00 Major  DEiTEY dis covere d  he had l e f t  h is  dog ta g s  a t  th e  H ot el , 
and I  drov e him to  th e  C on ti nen ta l to  re cover same.  Du rin g th e  co ur se  of 
th i s  t r i p  we were in fo rm ed  C ap ta in  JOSEPH R. COOLIDGE, AC, O-83U932, a 
member o f th e  OSS M is sion , had be en  br ou gh t in  from D ala t in  a  ra th e r  
se ri o u s  cond it io n  fro m wounds  re ce iv ed  in  a f i g h t  w ith  armed an na m ites . 
l,See se p a ra te  re p o rt  f o r  f u l l  d e t a i l s ) .  We saw Cap t. COOLIDGE a t  th e 
B r it is h  73th  F ie ld  Ambulance H o sp it a l,  and  a f t e r  Major DE.7EY had  as su re d  
h im se lf  th a t  Ca pt . COOLIDGE was re c e iv in g  ad eq ua te  m ed ic al  a tt e n ti o n , we 
re tu rn ed  to  th e  a i r - p o r t  fo ll ow in g  ro u te  "B", a r r iv in g  a t  ap pr ox im at ely 
12 :1 3.

Dur ing th e  co ur se  of th ese  t r i p s  be tween th e  a i r - p o r t ,  OSS headquart ers  
and Saigo n,  we en co un te re d se v e ra l annam ese const ru c te d  ro ad b lo cks,  lo c a 
ti o n s  o f wh ich  are  marked on accompanying  sk etc h . At  none of th ese  ro ad  
bl oc ks  d id  vre see d is p la yed  any  arm s o r any anna mese b eari n g  arm s. At  a l l  
ro ad  b lo cks en co un te re d,  th e re  were u su a ll y  p re se n t 3 o r U annamese, b u t 
in  a l l  in s ta n c e s  th ese  pe op le  we re unarmed and o ff e re d  no re s is ta n c e  to  
ou r p ass in g , 'ih is  i s  p a r t ic u la r ly  tr u e  of  th e  ro ad  blo ck  Ho. 1,  wh ich  i s  
th e p o in t a t  which  Ma jor  DE'.VEY was k il le d , and i s  a ls o  th e  voad bl oc k 
th ro ug h wh ich  we pas se d on ou r i n i t i a l  t r i p  to  th e  a i r - p o r t  a t  09:0 0.
At th a t  tim e we en co un te re d no re s is ta n c e  of any  k in d, and  pas se d th ro ug h 
th e b lo ck  v/ itho ut  in c id e n t.  As was u su a l,  th e re  were se ver al Q*armed 
anna mese lo i te r in g  w it h in  th e  im me diate  v ic in i ty , b u t no arm s vrere ob se rv ed  
by e i th e r  of  u s . Thi s p a r t ic u la r  ro ad  b lo ck  (No. 1)  had be en  in  ex is te nce  
si nce Sun day , 23 Septe mb er 19U3, and a l l  members o f OSS had pas se d th ro ug h
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i t  a g re a t many tim es  duri ng  th e  co urs e o f th e wee k. At  no tim e was any 
re s is ta n c e  en co un te re d by a ry  OSS member.

I t  w i l l  be  no te d  fro m th e  sk etc h  map th a t  ro u te  "A" i s  th e  s h o r te s t 
ro u te  to  th e  a i r - p o r t  from OSS h ead q u art e rs , and  fo r  th a t  re as on  was  f o l 
lowed consi dera b ly  when any  OSS member tr a v e ll e d  to  o r fro m th e  a i r - p o r t ,  
even tho ug h i t  was  a  ba ck  ro ad  an d in  poo r co n d it io n . Ro ute  "G", as  
marked on th e  sk etc h  map, i s  th e  mo st d i r e c t  ro u te  to  Saigo n;  how eve r, i t  
p ass es th ro ug h a  th ic k ly  popula te d  an na mite  v il la g e , and  a t  vari ous tim es  
p r io r  to  Sunday 23 Se pte mber, and a t  p r a c t ic a l ly  a l l  tim es  a f t e r  th a t  d a te , 
th e  ro u te  vra.s bl ock ed  by a s e r ie s  of a t  l e a s t  20 ro ad  b lo cks,  an d to  by -p ass  
th ese  ca us ed  a consi dera b le  lo s s  o f tim e.  Ther ef ore , i t  was ou r cu sto m to  
ta ke  ro u te  "A" to  th e  a i r - p o r t , and from th e re  ro u te  "B" in to  Sa ig on , we 
ha ving  de ci ded t h i s  to  be  th e  s a f t e s t  and e a s ie s t  ro u te  to  fo ll o w .

A t 12 :2 5 Majo r DE.7EY de ci de d vie would hav e tim e to  re tu rn  to  OSS he ad 
q u a rt e rs  fo r  lu nch , an d ar ra ng ed  w ith th e  ATC pers onnel  th a t  in  even t th e  
p la ne sh ou ld  a r r iv e  duri ng our  ab se nc e,  i t s  depart u re  would  be  del ay ed  
u n t i l  Ma jor  DEtEY had re tu rn ed  to  th e  f i e l d .  A cc or di ng ly , we l e f t  th e  
a i r - p o r t  in  th e  Je ep , and fo r  th e  f i r s t  tim e th a t  da y, Majo r DEWEY was 
d ri v in g . He was armed w ith  a  c a l .U5 C ol t au to m at ic  p i s to l ,  and a  c a l .30 
ca rb in e , M -l . I  was armed w ith  one  c a l .U5 C olt  au to m at ic  p i s to l ,  in c lu d -  
di ng  3 c l ip s  of ammu nit ion  to t a l l in g  21 ro un ds . Vfe fo llow ed  ro u te  "A", 
and as we ap pr oa ch ed  ro ad  bl oc k No. 1 , I  d id  no t se e o r n o ti c e  an yth in g 
unusu al.  Th ere  were se v e ra l una rmed annamese  lo i te r in g  arou nd  as  u su a l,  
and no th in g ap pe ar ed  to  have be en  changed o r a lt e re d  si nce our i n i t i a l  
t r i p  a t  09 :0 0 . From th e  accompan ying sk et ch  i t  w i l l  be  no te d th a t  i t  was 
a st aggere d  b lo ck , n e c e s s it a ti n g  an  "S" man euv er on th e p a r t  of th e  Jeep  
to  n e g o ti a te . The bl oc k i t s e l f  was co nst ru c te d  o f t r e e  lim bs  and bru sh , 
and in  i t s e l f  was  n o t fo rm id ab le  in  any  se ns e o f th e  wo rd.  However, i t  
was necess ary  to  slo w down when pass in g  th ro ug h, and when th e  a c ti o n  to ok  
p la ce  th e  Jeep  wa s t r a v e ll in g  ap pr ox im at el y 8 m iles  p e r hour.  Th is  i s  an 
e s ti m a te .

Ma jor DPiVEY was ta lk in g  to  me ab ou t th e  un fo rt una te  ex per ie nc e su f
fe re d  by  Cap t. COOLIDGE and  he was q u it e  u p se t ab ou t th e  in c id e n t.  The 
Jee p was in  th e  p o s it io n  o f tr a v e rs in g  th e  cu rved  p o rt io n  of th e  "S ",  and  
th us  was t r a v e l l in g  a t  an an gle  to  th e  main co ur se  of th e  ro ad . At th a t  
moment, a hi dd en  l i g h t  mac hine gun opened  f i r e  a t  p o in t bl an k ra nge.
The gun was mounted  in  th e  d it c h  on th e E ast  si de of th e  ro ad  and  ha d been  
camo uflag ed  w ith  b ru sh . At  th e  tim e th e b u rs t v/as f i r e d ,  I  v,as lo okin g  a t  
Ma jor  DEiVEY to  b e t t e r  hea r wh at he  was sa yin g, an d saw ou t of th e  c o m er 
of  ny  eye th e  p o s it io n  of th e  machine gun as re veale d  by th e  f i r i n g .
The b u l le ts  s tr u ck  Ma jor  DEiVEY on th e  l e f t  si de  o f th e  he ad  s l ig h t ly  to  
th e  r e a r  n ea r th e  l e f t  e a r . I  th in k  one  b u l l e t  sh o t o ff  a p o rt io n  o f h is  
lower  jaw , al th ough I'm  n o t to o c e r ta in  of th i s .  Blo od gushe d in  a l l  
d ir e c ti o n s , and I  am c e r ta in  Majo r DEJEY me t in s ta n t d ea th . None o f th e  
b u l le ts  s tr u ck  me, nor  d id  any  o f them p ie rc e  th e  w in dsh ie ld  th a t  I  
n o ti c e d . I t  i s  sa fe  to  assume th a t  a l l  sh o ts  f i r e d  e n te re d  Ma jor  DEJEY's 
bod y. Th is occ urr ed  a t  ap pr ox im at el y 12:3 0 .

I  c e r t i f y  th a t  n e it h e r  Ma jor  DE.7EY nor  mys el f d id  an yth in g  to  prov ok e 
th e  in c id e n t,  an d th a t  no warning  was gi ve n by th e  annamese p r io r  to  th e  
open ing  o f f i r e .  I  do n o t know th e  ty pe  of  machine  gun, b u t w i l l  c e r t i f y  
th q t i t  was an  auto m at ic  weapon as  was ev id en t fro m th e  r a te  o f f i r e  heard
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The Jeep  co nt in ued  on i t s  an gle  co urs e , and  upon  re ac hin g th e  d it c h  
on th e  V/est si de  o f th e ro ad , ro ll e d  ov er  on i t s  r ig h t s id e . The up 
tu rn ed  c h a ss is  a ff o rd ed  me p ro te c ti o n  fro m su bs eq ue nt  f i r in g  of th e  machine 
gun. Major  DE./EY's body ca ug ht  on th e s te e ri n g  wh ee l and remain ed  in  th e  
Je ep . I  d id  n o t have  th e  tim e to  examine th e  body c a re fu ll y , b u t from th e  
e x te rn a l cond it io n  o f th e he ad  and  th e amount o f bl oo d fl ow in g from th e  
se v e ra l wounds,  I  f e l t  p o s it iv e  he was dead  a t  th a t  tim e,  and  v /i ll  so c e r
t i f y .  At  no tim e a f t e r  th e  sh o ts  we re f i r e d  d id  he u t t e r  a sou nd , and even 
tho ug h I  remain ed  al ongsi de th e Jeep  fo r  a  peri od  of th re e  o r fo u r m in ut es ,
I  d id  no t ob se rv e him to  make a  move of any k in d . Be fore le av in g  th e  sce ne  
of th e  k i l l i n g ,  I  took  a l a s t  lo ok  a t  th e  body to  be  c e r ta in  th a t  th e re  was 
noth in g  I  co ul d do fo r  him .

A t th e  p o in t where  th e Jeep  tu rn ed  ov er  i s  a  th ic k  he dg e, bei ng ap pr o
xim ate ly  3 f e e t  tl ii ck  and 6 o r 7 f e e t  h ig h . Ti lls  a ff o rd ed  me p ro te c ti o n  
fro m th e annamese  ac ro ss th e  ro ad  who we re  f i r in g  r i f l e s  in  my d ir e c ti o n .
I  grab be d th e  carb in e  and at te m pt ed  to  sh oot a t  se v e ra l annamese who were 
ap pr oa ch in g me and f i r in g  f i f l e s .  T hei r ro u te  o f ap proa ch  was al on g ro u te  
"D" as  marked on th e  sk etc h . The carb in e  jammed and I  was fo rc ed  to  ab an da  n 
i t  and  dep end  on ny p i s to l .  I  was fo r tu n a te  in  in f l i c t i n g  th re e  h i t s  on th e  
annamese  ap pr oa ch in g al on g ro u te  "D", ca us in g th e  rem aini ng  to  ta ke co ver .
I  no ti ced  ap pr ox im at el y 10 , al th oug h I  d id  no t ta ke tim e to  count.  Looking 
th ro ug h th e  hedge I  no ti ced  10 o r l£  an na mite s making t h e i r  way so uth  on th e  
ro ad  in  th e d ir e c ti o n  o f th e  OSS headquart ers , and re a li z e d  th ey  were 
a tt em pti ng  to  c u t me o ff  fro m my on ly  l i n e  of r e t r e a t .  I  f i r e d  sev e ra l 
sh o ts  a t  them  ca usi ng  them to  ta ke  cover.  At th i s  p o in t I  cr aw led un de r 
th e  Jee p in  o rd er to  ta ke  a l a s t  lo ok a t  Ma jor  DEWEY’ s body , and was  s a t i s 
f ie d  I  co ul d do noth in g fo r  him and  was c e r ta in  he was dea d.  I  th en  macfe 
ny way down th e  hedge in  th e  d ir e c ti o n  o f th e  OSS h eadquart e rs , emplo ying 
f i r e  an d movement t a c t i c s .  The hedge ex te nds ap pr ox im at el y 100 y ard s , and  
th e  OSS ho use i s  ap pr ox im at el y £00 yard s fro m th e  scene o f th e  i n i t i a l  
sh ooti ng . I  re ac hed  th e  end  o f th e  hedge w ithou t be ing h i t ,  and can  c s t i f y  
th a t  I  d id  h i t  f iv e  o f th e  purs uin g annam ese . Ihe s t r e tc h  of ground  bor
deri ng  th e  West si de  of th e  ro ad  c o n s t it u te s  th e  Sa igon  Go lf Co ur se . The 
gro und i s  l e v e l  and f l a t ,  an d th e  a re a  fro m th e  end of th e  hedge to  th e 
OSS headquart ers  i s  de vo id  of any co ve r th a t co ul d be  us ed  as  p ro te c ti o n  
from r i f l e  f i r e .  Si nc e th e purs uin g annamese we re c lo s in g  in  on me I  had  
no ch oi ce  b u t to  make a ru n fo r  i t .  Th is I  d id , duri ng th e  co urs e o f wh ich  
a g re a t f u s i l la d e  of sh o ts  we re f i r e d  a t  me b u t none  found th e i r  ta r g e t .
I  re ac he d OSS headquart ers  and im med ia te ly  a le r te d  a l l  per so nnel to  de fend  
a g a in s t th e  ex pe ct ed  annamese a tt a c k . Du rin g th e  a c ti o n  ju s t  desc ri bed  I  
had  exp end ed 18 o f ny 21 roun ds  o f am mu nit ion .

P re se n t in  th e  OSS headquart ers  a t  th e  tim e of  ny a r r iv a l ,  wh ich  was 
a t  ap pr ox im at el y 12 :li £,  were th e fo ll ow in g:

Cap t. FRANK U. '.’/HITS, I n f . ,  O-1O175U7 
T/5  GEORGE WICKES, DIKL, 32938637
Major  FRANCOIS VERGER, French  Amy,  a tt ach ed  to  E Group, Sa igo n 

C ontrol Commiss ion.
Mr. JAMES McCLINCY, Am erican  War Cor resp on de nt  
Mr. WILLIAM DOWNS, " » "

The l a s t  th re e  per so ns l i s t e d  had be en  in v it e d  to  lu nch  by  Cap t, WHITE.



These I  plac ed  a t  s tr a te g ic  pl ac es  in  and around th e house and or
dered  tluam to  f i r e  a t  any armed annamese they  saw f ir in g  a t o r approaching  
th e house . I  roamed from po in t to  po in t in  th e house  and a s s is te d  in  
sto pp ing th e a tt ack  of  the annamese. Our arms co nsi st ed  of  f iv e  c a l .30 
ca rb in es , H -l , and as so rt ed  p is to ls  in cl ud in g th re e c a l.  32 's , th re e 
c a l.  30*s,  and f iv e  c a l.  au tomat ics.

For th e ne xt 20 or  30 mi nutes  f ir in g  was b ri sk , and we in f l ic te d  nany 
h it s  on th e annamese who had deplo yed  the ms elv es on th e golf  course  which 
ex ten ds  to  th e f ro n t of th e he ad qu ar te rs . I  would es tim at e th e a tt ack in g  
fo rc e to  number approx im ate ly 50 . th e go lf  cours e havin g become un te na bl e,  
th e annamese moved to  the No rth , Ea st and South si des  of  the house f ir in g  
from under th e cover of  th e heavy bushe s and hedges  th a t su rro un d the house 
From th is  tim e on f ir in g  was ve ry  in te rr a it an t.

At approx im ate ly 13: 30,  1 s t L t.  LESLIE S.  FROST, SC, 0-530711, and 
2nd L t.  HERBERT W, VARNER, UP, O-1799U01, bo th  members OSS, appe ared  on 
th e scene,  hadny dr iv en  to  th e house from th e a ir -p o r t fo llo win g ro ut e "A". 
See accomoanying re po rt s subm itte d by bo th  o ffi c e rs . They w ere accomoanied 
by: Sgt . GERALD E. BOHN 37319392, Pvt . LYMAN C. HANNA 3U 33W6, members of  
th e ATC detach ment st a tioned  in  Sa igo n. A ll  were ex tre me ly fo rt una te  in  
reac hing  th e he ad qu ar te rs  with ou t be ing f ir e d  on sinc e th ey  had  to  tr av e rs e  
th e ro ad  blo ck  a t  which Major DE.7EY was k il le d . Fo rtun at el y th ey  arr iv ed  
du rin g a l u l l  in  th e sh oo tin g.  Both o ffi c e rs  re po rt ed  th e Jeep to  be in  
th e po si ti o n  as when I  l e f t  i t .  L t.  VARNER took up a de fe ns iv e p o si ti o n . 
L t.  FROST be ing ou r ra di o ope ra to r,  I  orde red to  immedia tely co nta ct  ou r he ad qu ar te rs  a t  Kandy, Ceylon. This he subseq uentl y d id , and I  kep t them 
info rmed of  what was tr an sp ir in g . Our te lep ho ne  li n e s  had bee n cu t so I  
radioe d to  Kandy as king  them to  co nt ac t th e B ri ti sh  ra dio  s ta ti o n  a t  th e 
Gardens, with  th e  re quest  th q t th ey  in  tu rn  co nta ct  th e Co nt ro l Commission 
in  Saigon  qnd n o ti fy  them of  ou r p o si ti o n . I  la te r  le ar ne d th a t th is  had 
bee n accom pli she d, al tho ug h word had al re ad y rea ched  B ri ti sh  He adquart ers  

in  a manner which  w il l be subseq uantl y de sc ribe d.

At approx im ate ly 13 :15 a machine gun opened f i r e  from ou r r ig h t f ro n t 
and i t  i s  presumed th a t th is  was th e same gun th a t k il le d  Major DK.7EY. 
Alth ough th e gun f ir e d  se ve ra l burs ts ,n o  h it s  were su st ai ned . Thi s was 
th e on ly time th e gun fi re d , and sinc e i t  was no t seen  a f te r  th e ce ss ati on  
of  h o s t i l i t i e s ,  i t  i s  presumed i t  was removed to  a hid den pl ac e fo r  sa fe  
keep ing . At approx im ate ly 13:35 I  orde red Capt.VJQLTE to  pl ac e th e Japa
nes e guard s a t  s tr a te g ic  pl ac es  in  and around the house. There wer e 9 in  
a l l ,  and th e ir  pri ma ry du ty had been  to  guard th e house  on a 2U-hour sch e
dul e.  This Capt.  VflUTE di d to  my sa ti s fa c ti o n , al tho ug h I  must  re p o rt  th e 
Jap ane se d id  not ta ke  any p a r t in  th e fi g h ti n g  u n t i l  ap prox im ate ly 15 :10  
when one Japanese,  who had been st a tioned  on th e ro of , f ir e d  2 sh ot s in to  
a th ic k  clump of  bushe s bo ardin g th e house on th e Nor th si de .

By 15:00  f i r in g  had ceased  and th e annamites  had bee n fo rc ed  to  re 
t i r e  bec aus e of  the acc uracy of  our  f i r e .  At abou t 15 :10  they  ra is e d  a 
Red Cro ss fl ag  and  approached th e go lf  course  to  our  f ro n t to  evq cuq te 
th e ir  dead and wounded. At th is  po in t Capt.  GOSLIN, B ri ti sh  Army, walked 
in to  our house, hav ing  come from  h is  quar te rs  abo ut 150 ya rd s to  th e South . 
He had heard  th e f ir in g  but was no t aware we had bee n at ta cked . At th is  
moment th e two war  co rre sp on de nts^  UcCLINCY and DO’.'flJS, ask ed  pe rm iss ion to  pro cee d to  th e a ir -p o r t in  or de r to  n o ti fy  B ri ti sh  He adqu art ers  of  our



si tu ati on  and to req uest ai d.  There i s  on the go lf course a con cre te 
drainage di tc h,  U fe e t wide and $ fe e t deep which ten pina tes  in  the 
v ic in it y  of the a ir -p o rt . See accompanying ske tch . I  granted them pe r
mission to  go and in st ru ct ed  them to  proceed down th is  di tch which vrould 
give them good p ro tect io n in  case they  were at tack ed . A vi su al  recon
naissance  from the roo f of our house revealed th at there ver e no annamites 
v is ib le  along  the  li ne  of th e ir  route, and they took of f.  They had wi th them two Cal.  and 100 rounds of ammunition. They subseque ntlyreached the  a ir -p o rt  withou t in cide nt  and con tac ted  itfapor RHOADS who in  
turn  no ti fi ed  B ri ti sh  Head quar ters.  For d e ta il s of subsequent events,  see repo rt  as submitted  by laajor  RHOADS, at tach ed .

At about l$ :10,  a tru ck  f il le d  with Japanese working pa rty was ob
served pas sing dovm. the  road North in  fr on t of the house. Capt. WHITE 
reques ted  perm ission to  stop them and have them accompany him to rec ove r 
the  body of Major DEWEY. This perm ission I  granted a ft e r as ce rtaini ng  
th at the area  around our headqu arte rs was comparativ ely safe and fr ee  of 
armed annami tes.  For de ta il s of th is  mission see repo rt  at tach ed  as 
wri tten  by Capt.  WHITE.

I  remained a t hea dqu arte rs dur ing  a l l  th is  time in  ord er to  mainta in 
command of the  si tu at io n  and to maintain  co nt ro l of the  radio co ntac t 
which had been es tabl ishe d r it h  our hea dquar ters in  Kandy, Ceylon. I  kept our hea dqu arters fu ll y  informed of  a l l  eve nts  as the y occ urred.  I  was 
informed of the  ne go tia tio ns  fo r the  recovery of Major DEWEY's body and 
subsequent re su lt s,  and upon the  ar ri val  of the  troo p of Gurkhas, I  imme
dia te ly  orde red a l l  personnel to  ga the r th e ir  perso nal belongings and to  
prepare to evacuate  the  house,  since the  are a could  no t be adequa tely  
defended  ag ai ns t a nigh t at ta ck  wi th our lim ite d perso nnel.  We had only 
one truck av ai la bl e,  and th is  we loaded to  the  li m it  with  the  more impor
ta n t item s, inc luding  the  rad io equipment.

Vfe depar ted  OSS house a t approximately  17:1$ under es co rt  of a po rtion  of the  Gurkha tro op . Before lea vin g I in st ru ct ed  the Japanese guard to  
mainta in th e ir  guard po st s.  We ar riv ed  a t the Hotel  Contin ental a t 17:^0, 
where vie es ta bl ishe d ourselves in  su ita bl e qu ar te rs .

At 18:00 I  paid a v is i t  to Colonel CEDILLE and informed him of the  
eve nts  ju st  descr ibe d, and app rai sed  him o f the fa ct s concerning Major 
DEWEY's body. He pe rso na lly  wnnt to  see Gen, GRACEY and word reached me 
sh or tly  th ere aft er  th at they had pe rso na lly  ordered a l l  fo rces  under th e ir  
command t o conduct a con ple te search fo r hi s body.

I  cannot speak too hig hly  of the oersonnel pres en t dur ing  the above 
des crib ed ac tion . My ord ers  were ca rr ie d out  exp li c it ly  and ac cu ra tel y,  
and a l l  re fl ecte d  the  tru e sp ir it  and tr ai nin g of the U. S. Amy. Captain 
WHITE and T/$ WICKES are es pe ci al ly  to be commended: Capt. WHITE fo r the 
way i n  which he executed my several  ord ers  to  him, and fo r h is  courage in  
vo lun tee rin g fo r the  tas k of proceeding down the road to  recover the  body
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of Ma jor  DE.'fEI, he  ha vi ng  vo lu n te ere d  in  sp it e  of th e f a c t  tl ia t a  consi 
d era b le  number o f arm ed anname se v.ere s t i l l  v /i th in  th e  imme dia te v ic in i t y .  
T/5  GEORGE WICKES fo r  th e pers ona l co ur ag e d is p la yed  in  mee tin g th e  i n i 
t i a l  onsl au ght o f th e  a tt a c k in g  fo rc e , an d fo r  h is  su bs eq ue nt  a c ti o n s  
and ex tre me coopera ti on  duri ng th e  bala nce of  th e  a c ti o n .

I t  i s  th e  s p i r i t  and co ur ag e o f such  men th a t  have made th e  U ni te d 
S ta te s  Am y th e  fo rm id ab le  s t r ik in g  fo rc e  th a t  i t  i s  to -d ay .

C ap t. , CAC. 
0-2 86819.

o f f i ce th i s ______ I 3  —___________da y of _________19U5.
My eomnig a iu n  exp ir es

W it n ess es ;-

S ig natu re  6-U«4ar y

1)  _______________________________

*
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i o MLB-2 7 3 9 -E

a f f i d a v i t

Before me th e un dersigned  au th ori ty  du ly  emoowered to  ta ke  aclmowledge- 
-ment s, appeare d Cap tain  FRANK M. WHITE J r . ,  O-1O175U7, know  to  me to  be 
• th e pe rso n whose name i s  su bscr ibed  below,  and hav ing  been by me f i r s t  
du ly sworn, di d on oa th  with ou t fe a r  or  com puls ion,  s ta te  as  fo llo w s:

•A ft er  hav ing  ob ta ined  pr op er  cl ea ra nc e from th e Miss ion  Executive  
g ffi c e r , I  in v it ed  th re e pe rson s to  ou r he ad qu ar te rs  fo r lunc he on . They 
were Major  FRANCOIS VERGER, a French o f fi c e r  at ta ch ed  to  th e A ll ie d  Co ntr ol 
Commission, Mr. JAMES McCLINCY and Mr. WILLIAM DO’WNS, bo th  American war i co rres po nd en ts . I  pick ed  them up a t  th e Co nt in en ta l Ho tel  a t  12 »l5 and 

, we proce ede d immedia tely to  th e he ad qu ar te rs  house v ia  Ruo Paul Blanchy.| , We pr og re ss ed  with ou t in c id en t thr ou gh  numerous roa d bloc ks  u n t i l  wo 
.]; rea che d th e tu rn ab ou t la bel ed  Poi nt  2 (See at ta ch ed  sk otc h). Thoro wo 

■ hea rd ge ner al  f ir in g  in  the immedia te v ic in it y  and wo no ted oo voral  burn
ing b u il d in gs.  We were to ld  by an o ffi c e r  of  th e B ri ti sh  Army who 
app roache d ou r ca r th a t th e tr ouble  was no t se rio us , and th a t th e Gurkha 
troo ps  w ith  him had th e si tu a ti o n  in  hand .

The rega in in g mi le of  the t r ip  from th e tu rn ab ou t to  th e OSS headquar
te rs  was made with ou t in c id en t.

Almost  imm ediate ly a f te r  a rr iv in g  a t  th e house we began to  he ar  r i f l e  
f i r e .  We ste pp ed  to  th e f ro n t po rch in  an e f fo r t to  lo cate  th e ri flem en  
or  th e ir  ta rg e t.  None of  us  had any id ea  a t th e time th a t vie ou rselve s 
viere prob ab ly  th e in tend ed  ta rg e ts .

A ft er  a few rounds had st ru ck  ne ar  and around  th e house , I  ’went to  
th e second fl o o r,  en te re d th e arms room and bro ke ou t a l l  th e ca rb in es  we had . 
I  gave one to  Lt. 7/1CKS vrho was in  th e bu ildi ng  a t  ou r a r r iv a l;  a second 
to  Majo r VERGER; th e th ir d  to  Mr. DOWNS and I  ke pt  the l a s t  pi ec e fo r n y se lf .

Only a mat te r of  minutes  l a t e r  Capt.  BLUECHEL was si ghte d  coming in  
through th e fr o n t ga te  of  th e ho use.  As he was covered  w ith blo od  and 
stu mb ling from exha us tio n I rus hed to  th e lawn to  meet him. TEC-5 WICKS 
was w ith me. The ot her s rema ined in  th e hou se.  Capt. BLUECHEL to ld  us 
th a t Major DEWEY had been k il le d  in  an ambush se ve ra l hundred ya rds up 
th e ro ad  (P oi nt  A) and th a t he had had to  f ig h t h is  way back to  the house 
to  save h is  own l i f e .  He or de red us  to  defend  ou rs elve s and th e house 
aga in st  th e impending a tt ack . Hie tim e,  al tho ug h I  do not remember re 
fe rri n g  to  my w atch , must have bee n ab ou t 12 :50 .

A ft er  he ar ing Capt.  BLUECHEL's neks , V/ICKS and I  saw fo ur annamites  
ru sh in g towards  the house from ac ro ss  th e go lf  co ur se . TCiey were armed.  •
V/ICKS and I  commenced f i r e  alm os t sim ul tane ou sly . Three of  them dropped
but th e fo urt h  go t away, al thou gh  we bel ie ve  we h i t  him.

By th is  time Major VERGER jo in ed  'WICKS and I  in  th e yar d.  We f ir e d  
a t  wh ate ver  ta rg e ts  pr es en te d the mse lve s. Ten minut es or  so la t e r  we 
r e ti re d  to  th e house i t s e l f  which af fo rd ed  b e tt e r  v is io n . In  th e mean
tim e, th e th re e Japane se gua rds  who were on du ty when Major  BLUECHEL 
re tu rn ed  to  th e house, st ay ed  a t  th e ir  po st s but too k no ac ti v e  p a r t in  
th e ac ti on . . * ‘
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A fte r  re g a in in g  th e  house th e  e n ti r e  gro up  dis pos ed  th em se lv es  a t  
va nt ag e p o in ts  on th e  second  f lo o r  and th e  ro o f un de r d ir e c ti o n  of  Cap t. 
BLUECHEL. Our f i r i n g  was  b r is k  a t  th i s  tim e -  th e re  bei ng no s c a rc it y  
of t a r g e ts .  The an na m ites  were de ploy ed  g e n e ra ll y  in  grou ps  of fro m 5 
to  10 p e r grou p,  s e v e ra l o f wh ich  co ul d be  se en  in  th e g o lf  cours e o ff  
to  ou r r i g h t  f r o n t .  L a te r , pro bab ly  be ca us e o f th e  e f f e c ti v e  f i r e  be in g 
d e li v e re d  fro m th e  hou se , th ey  be ga n to  le ave  t h e i r  p o s it io n s  in  th e  g o lf  
co ur se  an d ap pe ar ed  to  be  a tt em pti ng  to  fl a n k  th e  no rt h  s id e  o f our ho use . 
Ib is  ro u te  o f ap or oa ch  would  have  aff o rd ed  them  much b e t t e r  co ver.I

S h o rt ly  befo re  13 :3 0 Cap t. BLUECHEL in s tr u c te d  me to  re d is p o se  th e 
! Ja pa ne se  guard s.  By th i s  tim e th e  o r ig in a l th re e  who we re a t  th e  f ro n t 
gat e Then h o s t i l i t i e s  be ga n had in c re ased  to  s ix , th e  new a r r iv a l s  p re 
sum ably ha vi ng  come o u t o f th e  gu ar d ho use when i t  becam e ev id en t to  
th ose  th e re  th a t  th e  ma in ho use was be in g a tt a c k e d .

I  s ta ti o n e d  fo u r o f th e  s ix  on th e  fl a n k s  and r e a r  of th e  ho use 
whe re th ey  wo uld  be  in  a  b e t t e r  p o s it io n  to  d e a l w it h  a tt a c k s  fro m th ose  
q u a r te rs . One of  th e  Ja ps was k ep t in  th e  ho use w it h  us as  re se rv e  an d,  
in  th e  even t th e  o u ts id e  Ja ps  tu rn ed  on u s , f o r  p o ss ib le  use  as a host age .

F ir e  a t  th i s  ju n c ti o n  was in te rm it te n t.  A t ab out 13 :30 a tr u ck  
tow ing a  pass enger c a r  ap or oa ch ed  th e  house  fro m th e  N or th . We re co g
n iz ed  th e  pass engers  a s  L ts . VARNER and F ro s t of our own de tach men t w ith  
two e n li s te d  men o f th e  A ir  T ra nsp ort  Command. We we re n a tu ra ll y  su r
p r is e d  to  se e them a s  th ey  had had to  come th ro ug h th e  ro ad  bl ock  a t  
wh ich  Ma jor DKJEY was ambushed.

At 1^ :1 0 th e  an na m ites  ra is e d  a Red Cr oss  f la g  in  th e  g o lf  co ur se  
a c ro ss  th e  ro ad . A fte r  a  co nf er en ce  i t  was de ci de d to  ta ke  ad va ntag e 
in  th e  h a l t  in  h o s t i l i t i e s  to  send  ou t f o r  a id . DO'.TNS and McCLINCI, th e  
two war  corre spo ndentS5 1 vo lu n te ere d  to  co os s th e  g o lf  cours e . They were 
in s tr u c te d  by C ap t. BLUECHEL to  keep w ell  to  th e  So uth of th e  a re a  hel d  
by  th e  an na m ites , and make f o r  th e  a i r - f i e l d  where  th ey  would  be  ab le  to  
n o ti fy  B r it is h  headquart e rs  by te le phone of our s i tu a t io n . Th is th ey  d id . 
D is ta nce to  th e  a i r - f i e l d  bei ng  ap pr ox im at el y I2  to  2 m il e s .

W ith in  ano th er 10 m in ut es  we si gh te d  a 3 -t on  Jap tr u c k  pro ce ed in g 
So uth on th e  ro ad . I t  was c a rr y in g  a pa rity of unarmed  Ja pa ne se  s a i lo r s .
I  aske d Majo r BLUECHEL f o r  perm is si on  to  commandeer  th e  tr u c k  and us e i t  
in  an  e f f o r t  to  re cover Ma jor  DEWEY's bo dy . Per m is si on was gr an te dj i an d, 
accomp anied  by Ma jor  VERGER, we o rd ere d  th e  tr u ck  to  tu rn  aro un d and ta ke  us to  th e  s i t e  o f th e  k il l i n g.

A f te r  consi dera b le  arg um en t w it h  th e  Jap NCO who e i t h e r  could A’ t  
unders ta nd  my o rd ers  o r was re lu c ta n t  to  re tu rn  up th e  ro ad , we fo rc ed  
th e  Ja ps  to  d ri v e  us to  th e  b a rr ic a d e . We dis mo un ted  and se ar ch ed  
arou nd  th e  b a rr ic a d e  b u t d is covere d  th a t  bo th  th e  M ajo r' s body and h is  
Jeep  ha d be en  c a r r ie d  away .

As VERGER an d I  viere  dec id in g  on our  n ex t move we n o ti c e d  fu r th e r  
up th e  ro ad  a gro up  of An nami tes  d is p la y in g  a Red Cr os s f l a g .  As we were 
on an  e rr and  o f mercy  o u rs e lv es we de te rm in ed  to  t r y  and st op  th e  annami te
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a id  p a r ty  and o b ta in  th e i r  a s s is ta n c e  in  re co veri ng  th e  M ajo r' s body .
Th is we did  and j u s t  as  we made co n ta c t vr ith  th e  an na mite s we ours e lv es 
were jo in ed  by Ma jor i*TlAHK RHOADS, USAAF. In  h is  je ep  Major  RHOADS had 
w it h  him a S an it a ry  Corps  Ma jor , one  e n li s te d  man o f h is  ATC de tach men t, 
and McCLUICY and DOWNS, a l l  of whom he had  me t a t  th e  a i r - f i e l d .  .

Yfe ap proa ch ed  th e  annami te f i r s t  a id  p a rt y  in  a grou p.  Ma jor  VERGI21 
was ho ld in g up a carb in e w it h  a w hite han dker ch ie f t i e d  to  i t .  In  Fren ch  
I  ex pla in ed  to  an  an na mite  in  ch ar ge  w ha t I  'wa nted. He to ld  us he  would  
summon th e  an na mite  f i e ld  commander and we ag re ed  on a tr u c e  f o r  th i s  
pu rp os e.

Du ring th e  in te rm is s io n  w hile we w ait ed  fo r  th e  a r r iv a l  of th e  
an na mite  le a d e r we ha d a chance to  lo ok ab out  and  tk ke  st ock  o f th e  
s i tu a t io n . We were ab le  to  d e te c t th e  pre se nce  of a  consi dera b le  gro up  
of armed an na m ites  who we re und er  p a r t i a l  co ve r in  th e a re a . We vrere 
n o t,  how eve r, ab le  to  se e any ev id en ce  o f th e  mac hine gun wh ich  k i l le d  
Major  DEWEY and  wh ich  l a t e r  had be en  emp loyed a g a in s t th e  ho us e.

W ith in  a  few  m in ut es  th e  Red Cr oss man re tu rn ed  w ith  th e  man who was 
p re sen te d  to  u s  as th e  ch ie f of th e  an nami te f i e ld  fo rc e . He was. b etw een 
t h i r t y  and  th i r ty - f iv e  yea rs  o ld  and wore m il it a ry  boots  and  b re aches .
He spo ke f a i r  Fr en ch  b u t no E ng li sh . Con ve rsat io n w ith  him was d i f f i c u l t  
ina smuch  as  he  was  in  a s t a te  o f ex ci te m en t ver gin g on h y s te r ia .

Im med ia te ly  we ex pla in ed  to  him th a t  we we re Am erican s an d th a t  we 
had come se ek in g th e body o f Ma jor  DE.7EY. At f i r s t  he sa id  he  knew no 
th in g  of  any body b u t a t  ou r in s is te n c e  he  was ab le  to  remem ber an  
" in c id en t"  in  wh ich  a Colon el had be en  k i l le d  a t  th e  b a rr ic a d e .

I t  w as  d i f f i c u l t  a l l  al on g to  make much se ns e ou t of t h i s  man, b u t 
in  th e  co urs e o f th e  p a rl e y  we had  ad m is si on s th a t  h is  men ha d sh o t 
Co lone l DEWEY and th a t th ey  had f i r e d  on our  ho us e.  However, th ro ughout  
he s to u tl y  m ai nt ai ne d th a t  had he known th a t  th e  Co lone l was an  Am eri can, 
he  would ne ver  hav e al lo wed  th e  sh o ts  f i r e d . He ha d a tt ack ed  th e  ho use,  
he sa id , bec au se  he b e li eved  th a t bo th  Fren ch  and B r it is h  o f f ic e r s  li v e d  
th e re ,e v en  tho ug h on ly  an  American f l a g  was flow n,  and  be ca us e we had 
k i l le d  so many of h is  men. Du ring th e  co ur se  o f th e  f ig h ti n g  he  s a id  we 
ha d k i l le d  e ig h t an na m ites . He d id  n o t me ntion  th e number o f wounded he 
had su ffe re d .

We t r i e d  to  come im med ia te ly  to  th e  p o in t b u t on ly  a f t e r  some l i t t l e  
tim e we re we ab le  to  make any ar ra ng em en ts  fo r  th e  re co ver y  o f th e  body . 
We f i n a l l y  re ac hed  th e  fo ll ow in g  te rm s:  we wou ld al 1 nw him to  re cover 
th re e  of h is  dead fro m th e  g o lf  co urs e im med ia te ly  in  f r o n t o f th e  OSS 
ho use in  exc hange fo r  wh ich  he  would prod uc e th e  body of Col on el  DEWEY.
We perm it te d  h is  men to  use  Ma jor  RHOADS' je ep  fo r  th i s  pur po se .

In  th e mean time  our  n e g o ti a ti o n s  vrere h in de re d by th e  two wa r co rr es 
po nd en ts , DOWNS and  McCLINCY, who had re tu rn ed  w it h  ll a jo r RHOADS. The 
corr es ponden ts  kep t p ly in g  th e  an na mite  le a d e r w it h  quest io ns wh ich  
prov ok ed  from him le ng th y  and im pa ss io ne d sp ee ch es  on th e  in d ig n it ie s  
su ff e re d  by  th e  Vi et- Minh  fro m th e  Fr en ch . He a ls o  a tt ack ed  th e  B r it is h ' 
a t  le n g th , ch ar gi ng  th a t  th e  B r it is h , to o , d e s ir e d  to  "dom ina te"  th e  an na mite  peop le .
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tfi th in  ano the r 10 minutes the jeep  had returned from the  go lf course 
wi th the  th ree annaraite  dead la id  acr oss  the  hood. We no tic ed  th a t the  
equipment on them, inc lud ing  ca rt ridg e boxes and canteens  -was Japanese.
Our part  of the  bargain  fu lf il le d , the  annamite ch ief  and a d e ta il  was 
about to  de pa rt to  br ing the  Co lon el' s body to  us . Whether he vrould have 
even tua lly  ca rr ie d ou t hi s pledge i s  impossible to  say.

At the  moment of h is  departu re fi ri n g  broke out anew, th is  time coming 
from the v ic in it y  of Po int 2. 'We were able to  see immediately th a t the 
shoo ting vras coming from a pa rty  of Gurkhas ( la te r  id en ti fi ed  as two pla 
toons  of the 31 st Gurkha R if le s) . They were coming ftp the road  tovrards us 
and were stampeding a la rg e number of non-combattant annam ites ahead of  them.

Our po si tion  then -  being in  annaraite hands with Gurkhas coming tovrards 
us -  began to  become awkward. This si tu at io n was fu rt her complicated by the  

j two war cor respondents. Apparen tly being un famili ar  with the  di sp osi ti onff  
Gurkha tro ops dur ing combat, the two correspo ndents attempted to  h a lt  the  
oncoming tro ops in  order to  spa re the non-combattant annara ites caught be
tween the li n es.

On agreement wi th Major RHOADS I  broke of f my neg ot ia tio ns  wi th the  
annara ites in  an e ff o rt  to  tr y  and pre ven t tro ub le  between DOWS and MeCLINCY 
and the B ri ti sh  Major commanding the  Gurkhas. I  vras unsuccessfu l. The 
correspond ents demanded th a t the Gurkhas re ti re  whi le the  c iv il ia ns were 
cle ared  from the  ar ea . The Major refused. He to ld  them h is  ord ers  were to  
re stor e orde r "by the use of maximum force"  and th a t vras what he in te nd  ed 
to  do. The correspond ents charged him with being a "murderer" i f  he con
tin ue d.  I  fi n a ll y  managed to  convince the correspo ndents th a t they were 
was ting  th e ir  own and everyone e ls e 's  time and they ret urn ed to  OSS hea d-  
qu ar ters  wi th me. Upon ny re tu rn  to  the  house I rep orted  b ri e fl y  what had 
happened to  Capt. BLUECHEL. At approximately  17 5 00 we evac uated the  OSS 
headquart ers , moving to  th e Continen tal  Hotel.

ojE fiee  th is IS

«

f'RAi’lK
Capt. In f. , 
0-10173h7

day of
witn ess  hmy hai

Witnesse s: -

1) __ ______________________

2) ________________________
Mol  OSS

19h$.
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/STRATEGIC SERVICES UNIT 
Y/AR DEPARTMENT 

APO 1*32

2$ October 19h5

SUBJECT: In ves ti gat io n  of  Death of  Major Pet er  Dewey 

TO : STRATEGIC SERVICES OFFICER, IBT

1.  The in vest ig ati on  of  the  de ath  of Major Dewey and the <
aff id av it s  secu red pert in en t th er et o  by Ca pta in Bluec hel  have been
reviewe d by the undersigned  and ar e be lie ve d to  const it u te  a very 
thorough and workman-like  jo b. The re por ts  ar e re la ti v e ly  di sp as 
si onat e and und er the  cir cums tan ces  re f le c t as cl os e an app rox imatio n 
of  the  tr u th  as would be poss ib le . In  any ca se , Capta in Bluec hel  is  
ob vio us ly  the  mos t informed  and lo g ic a l sou rce  of  inf ormati on .

2. From my own ob se rv at ion and stud y,  the  ge ne ra l s it u a 
ti on  in  Saigon re f le c ts  an in te nse  d es ir e  on the  p a r t of  the  Annanese 
fo r independ ence  and thorough ha tred  by them of  the  Fren ch -and any 
ot he r wh ite  peop le vzho happen to  be in  any way su pp or tin g or  sym pat hiz 
ing  wi th the  Fre nch . I t  is  tr ue th a t th ey  may be re la ti v e ly  more 
favo rabl y dis posed  toward the  Amer icans, bu t i t  should  be borne in  
mind th a t the average  Annamese th inks  in  terms of  "white" pe op le,
and makes ve ry  l i t t l e  d is ti n c ti o n  between European and American.  The 
ha tred  of  the Annamese fo r the  French has been  brou gh t abou t by the  
no t too en lig hten ed  po li cy  of the  Fre nch , which has been to explo it  
the  Annamese to the  g re a te st  deg ree  pos si bl e and tr e a t them more or 
le ss  with  contempt. To my ob se rv at io n,  the  French made a lo t  of money 
ou t of  th e Japane se occ upation  and ar e most anxious to  have someone 
co ntr o l the Annamese. The Annamese n a tu ra ll y  g re a tl y  re se n t the  Bri 
ti sh  pro te c ti on  of  French in tc re st o  and inasmuch as the  American 
m il it a ry  in  Saigon re gula rl y  at te nd  B ri ti sh  s ta f f  mee tin gs , i t  is  
quit e li k e ly  th a t the  Annamese in fe r  th a t th e United S ta te s ta c it ly  
approve s th e B ri ti sh  po licy .

3. The ov er t B ri ti sh  a tt it u d e  is  to disa rm the  Japanese,  
send  them home, and get  ou t as soon as poss ib le . I f  in  ac tu a l fac t 
th i3  i3  done, i t  is  doubted  i f  tiie French w il l be ab le  to contr o l the  
s it u a ti o n .

. <4 . With sp ecif ic  re fe re nc e to  the  de ath of  Major Dewey, in  
my judgment th er e is  no qu es tio n bu t th at  he was k il le d  by the  Anna-

■ mese, and i t  is  high ly  un likel y  th a t the  Annamese had any id ea  of  hi s
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id en ti ty  a t the time he was sh ot . There is  some quest ion  in  my 
mind as to whether  i t  v/ould have made a gr ea t de al  of d if fe re nce  
had he been fl y in g  an American fl a g . The road blo ck  and the machine 
gun emplacement appear to  have been arran ged wit h the in te nt io n of 
sho oting a t the ne xt  white man th at  came by.  I t  is  po ss ib le  even 
th at  the ob je ct iv e was to sec ure a jeep  and such arras and ammunition 
as might  be in  the je ep . On the oth er hand, i t  is  c le ar th at  there 
was no pos si bl e way fo r the Annamese to  dis tingu ish the occupants  of  
the jeep  from French oth er than th at  i t  is  the B ri ti sh  and Americans 
v/ho dr iv e jee ps  in  tho Saig on ar ea .

I t  appears th at 'G en eral  Grac ey is  not  w el l su ited  to 
hi s assignmen t. lie seems to have adopted a no tably  b u ll - li k e  a t t i 
tude toward the Annamese cal cu la ti n g th at  th is  would cow them. In 
the li g h t  of la te r  expe rie nc e, he should have re alize d  th at  in  th ei r 
ov er ly  emo tional sjt ate, they  would re act  v io le n tl y  towards his b lu ff 3 . 
I t  al so  is  apparen t th at he had no need to b lu ff , bu t could have 
wa ited  u n ti l adequate fo rc es  were a t hi s dis po sa l.  His blunderings  
wit h the French POVPs was most i l l  ad vis ed , and the re is  su bst an tial  
reas on fo r bel ie vi ng th at  his mish andling of his own assignment was 
the greate st  si n gle  immediate co nt rib ut ion to the in te n si fi ca ti o n  of  
Annamese anim osi ty toward a l l  whites in  Saigon, and thus in d ir e c tl y  
contrib uted  toward Major Dewey's dea th.  Furth er,  i t  is  apparent that  
in  is su in g hi s orders th at  no fl ag s v/ould be flown by anyone oth er 
than hi m se lf,  he wa3 thinkin g too much in  terms of  his own pe rso na l 
pre st ig e ra th er  than in  terms o f tho sa fe ty  of his own and American, 
o ff ic e r s . , , . '

6.  There is  no v/ay of  securin g any d ir ect  corro bo ratio n 
or de nia l of the B ri ti sh  statem ent th at  Major Dewey to ld  Lt. Colone l 
Cass he was "sa ti s fi e d  witn the sa fe ty  of hi s es tabl ish men t."  I t  is  
obvio us , however, th at  the B ri ti sh  were com pletely sa ti s fi e d  with  
even le ss  pr ot ec tion  a t ISLD llq  acr oss  and down the road from the OSS 
Hq, and on ly in  the li g h t  o f la te r  developments would the issu e take 
on impo rtance. Grac ey ve ry  pro bably  gr oss ly  unde restimated the danger.

7. I t  seems ap prop ria te to mention here th at  Captain  Blu e- 
ch el  was doing an outst andin g in te ll ig en ce  job  in  Saigon . There was 
almost a cons tan t flo w of  v is it o rs  to his qu ar te rs , inc luding  top 
ranking Japan ese, B ri ti sh  and French o f f ic ia ls , many French c iv il ia n s  
of  impo rtance, and he v/as a ls o , u n ti l General Gracey made the si tu a
tio n too d i f f ic u lt , in  touch with lead in g Annamese. With regard to 
the se la s t , hov/ever, i t  is  apparen t th at  the p o li t ic a l lead er s of  
the Annamese were unable to co nt ro l them and con sequen tly sc an t re 
li an ce  shou ld be pla ced on th eir  commitments. AI30 Cap tain  Blu echel
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is  most deserving  of commendation fo r the typo of lead ersh ip  he 
di sp laye d.  I t  v/as obvious th at  he commanded the re sp ec t and co nfi 
dence of  those se rv in g Tinder him, as ’.ve il as the o ff ic e rs  wi th  whom 
ho conducted li a is o n  a c t iv it ie s .

8. .As a fu rthe r gratui tous  comment, i t  i3  un likel y  in  my 
opin ion th at  m il it ary  personnel  w il l  in  the future  be in  a po si tion  
to sec ure  much va luab le  in te ll ig en ce  from French Indo-China. As soon 
as the si tu ati on  reaches a po in t where elements of  danger are  in  con- 

; t r o l,  the y shou ld be .re plac ed  by c iv il ia n  per son nel  op erati ng  tuider 
: the cover o f newspaper correspondents or oth ers  having le gi ti m at e 

busin ess  in  the ar ea . ,

F. hi. SMALL 
Major,AGD

(Dict ate d bu t not  re ad .)  —
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III. SECRET INTELLIGENCE BRANCH (S.I.) 
REPORTS AND DOCUMENTS RELATING TO 
THE VIET MINH

M r.  Buw  T e le  9 6 4 - 
L 'a n c ie n t  H o te l de  la  
R e s id e n c e  S u p e r ie u r

H o m e m in i s t e r  s e n d s  h is  c o m p lim e n ts  to  th e  A m e r ic a n  m i l i t a r y  . 

m is s io n  a n d  a p o lo g iz e s

(301)
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K c t  4 ' ^
/ f t  •

i

fc> C<T'Â .
Am f h r. n ^^ i,  ,/L-Q '

. { f  ^- '/. '?  A .- . : i  t o J . ' n i t  c-^ 'to

4 , / . / , /  &  ?'■/> y  ■+ '

4,<7x  A'fl  " '  - ' :

y -JH £>
, „ . ? - /  r / / , ; ' ' *

f o r  n o t b e in g  a b le  to  co m e  h im s e lf . M, Buw  is  m y  p e r s o n a l  

d e p u ty  a n d  i s  e m p o w e re d  to  k e ep  c o n ta c t  w it h  th e  A m e r ic a n  

d e le g a te s . We  sh o u ld  be  v e ry  g r a te f u l  to  th e  A m e r ic a n  m is s io n  

to  f a c i l i t a t e  h is  w o rk  u n t il  e s ta b l i s h m e n t  o f o f f ic ia l r e la t io n s .

Vo  n g u y en  G ia p

*
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F ell o w  Cou nt rymen  !

The  V ie tn am es e peop le  h e a r t i l y  v/elcomef th e  a l l i e d  

fo rc e s  w hic h  a r e  e n te r in g  our t e r r i t o r y  in  o rd e r  to  d is a rm  

th e  J a p a n e se .

how ev er , vze a r e  de te rm in ed  to  op po se  th e  mov ing in  o f
0th e  F re n ch  e le m e n ts , because  t h e i r  d a rk  ai m  i s  to  r e e s t a b l i s h  

th e  f r e n c h  r u l e  o v e r  ou r F a th e r la n d .

F ell ow  Cou nt ry men  !

At  th e  p re s e n t  moment a fevz Frenchmen  ha ve  ma nag ed to  

f i l t e r  in to  ou r t e r r i t o r y ,  th e  Go vernm ent e x p e c ts  ev ery  man to  

p re p a re  h im s e lf  to  f i g h t  f o r  our l i b e r t y  an d in dependence.

P re s id e n t HoC hiLi inh
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F .- :\x; iA d?  sis
c «v ic s  c ? - j ’U ? ? : ' 7 i 7 i ; c i  J ’ ~"A - r agc 

31 ??.A "CH 
if C  5? 7

1 o A e p t  c : ;b c r  194 5

S u b je c t:  In te rv ie w  w it h  Dao Dei , fo rm s” ’ em pe ro r o f  Anna;:;

To : C h ie f  o f  I n t e l l i g e n c e  D iv is io n ,C 5 'J  .C h in a  “h e a t r e  •

1 . A t H ano i,  d u r in g  th e  we ek  o f  th e  1 0 th  o f  S ep te m b er,  
1 °4 5 , I had. an  I n te r v ie w  w it h  Dao D ai,  fo rm e r  em pero r o f  Ann an , 
a t  w hic h ” o _Ch_i>.J :i n h , th e  pr e s i d e n t  o f  th e  P r o v i s io n a l  "Govern
men t _o f__V iet  F a n a n d  P p in ce  5o uphan ouvon3,'t ?r ef ~brp th E rr ''o T ''t he 
k in s  o f  Lao s7 ” wer e p r e s e n t .  'T h e  " in te rv ie w -w a s  on  a  f r i e n d l y , '"  
u n o f f i c i a l  b a s i s ,  a s  a r e s u l t  o f  an  i n v i t a t i o n  from  Ho Ch i L in h .

2 . Dao D ai,  d u r in g  th e  in te r v ie w ,  s t a t e d  t h a t  he  had  
v o l i n t a r i l y  a b d ic a te d ,  an d was n o t c o e rc e d  by  th e  P r o v i s io n a l  
G ov er nm en t.  He s a id  t h a t  he w ou ld  no l o n j e r  s e e  h i s  p e o p le  
o p p re s s e d , an d t h a t ,  a p p ro v in g  th e  n a t i o n a l i s t i c  a c t i o n  o f  th e  
V ie t H in h , he t h e r e f o r e  a b d ic a te d , a s  an  ex am ple  to  h i s  p e o p le .
He sa id , t h a t  h i s  < r ; a t  ho pe was t h a t  th e  p e o p le  o f  '- 'i e t  Ham 
co u ld  s a in  th e  in d ep en d en ce  th e y  so  a r d e n t ly  d e s i r e ,  an d  th a t  
he  'w ou ld  r a t h e r  l i v e  a s  a p r i v a t e  c i t i s e n  w it h  a  f r e e  p eo p le  
th a n  r u l e  a n a t io n  o f  s la v e s -
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19 Sep te m ber  19^5

S u b je c t:  In te rv ie w  w it h  P r in c e  3ou ph.anouvc .ng o f  La os  

To : C h ie f o f  I n t e l l i g e n c e  D iv is io n ,C S S , Ch ina T h e a tr e

1. . l i t  H an oi , d u r in g  th e  week o f  th e  10 th  o f  Se ptem be r.,  
19A5 j I ha d an  in te rv ie w  in  th e  s tu d y  o f  th e  P a la is  du R e s id e n t 
S u p e r ie u r , w it h  P r in c e  -5.onj3han.cu.von", b r o th e r  o f  th e  k in g  o f  
L aos.  Fo rm er  em pe ro r Rao D a i, .a n d  P re s id e n t  Ho Ch i Kinh we re  
a ls o  p r e s e n t . —•=

2 . Thus f a r ,  th e  vi ew  g e n e ra ll ? / , i s  t h a t  La os  i s  . 'r e 
m ain in g  a lo o f  fro m th e  V ie t Kinh gove rn m en t.  The p r in c e  s a id  
f i r s t  o f  a l l  t h a t  t h i s  was  n o t t r u e , , an d t h a t  he  was in  Hanoi 
to  make a rr an g em en ts  w it h  Ho Chi  Hinh to  su p p o rt  th e  V ie t Ham 
gover nm en t.  He sa id  t h a t  th e  p eo p le  o f  L aos,  a lt h o u g h  th e y  p re 
v io u s ly  ha ve  ha d t r o u b le  w it h  th e  Annam ese , ti e rs  now g e n e ra l ly  
in  sy mpa thy w it h  th e  r e v o lu t io n a r y  mo veme nt.  He s a id  t h a t  he 
wou ld  do a l l  i n  h i s  po wer  to  a id  V ie t Ham in  i t s  a tt e m p ts  a t  
In dependence , an d t h a t  he wo uld  a l s o  do a l l  p o s s ib le  to  make 
a l a s t i n g  agre em en t an d sy mpa thy bet w ee n th e  go ve rn m en t o f  
V ie t Ham an d L aos.  He s e n t  to  h i s  peop le  a mes sa ge  o f  wh at  
he was  d o in g  in  H an oi,  an d t h a t  he  sh ould  n e v e r . r e tu r n  to  h i s  
c o u n tr y  u n t i l  i t ,  a s th e  r e s t  o f  In do-C hln a was f r e e ,  -e  s a id  
t h a t  he  would no lo n g e r  w at ch  h i s  peop le  be  e x p lo i te d , an d 
t h a t  he  was p e r s o n a l ly  in  f u l l  agre em ent w it h  Ho Ch i I' in h  an d 
th e  go ve rn m en t an d id e a l s  o f th e  peop le  o f  V ie t Ham.
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S u b je c t:  In te rv ie w  w it h  Ho Chi  MInh

Vo : C h ie f o f  I n te l l ig e n c e  D iv is io n ,0 3 3 ,C hina  T h e a tr e

1. At  H an oi,  d u ri n g  th e  wee k o f  th e  10 th  o f  Sep te m ber ,
I ,  th e  u n d e rs ig n e d , n e t an d ta lk e d  to  Ho Chi  MInh,  th e  P r e s i 
d e n t o f  th e_2 r o^d.a iQr.al  Governmen t  o f V ie t Han. I  ha d known-  

Ho f o r  a lm ost  fo u r  m on th s,  h av in g  n e t  him  upon  p a ra c h u ti n g  
in to  In do-C hin a a t  Chu Chu . As a r e s u l t ,  my m eeti ngs in  ^an o i 
were m ere ly  a re new al  o f  a c q u a in ta n c e s h ip , an d a l l  th e  ta lk s  
were on a s t r i c t l y  f r ie n d ly  an d u n o f f i c i a l  b a s i s ,  a s  was th e  
lu nch eo n  I  to ok w it h  him  an d h i s  c a b in e t . S ix  mem bers  o f  th e  
P ro v is io n a l  Go ver nm ent  were p r e s e n t .

2 . H r.  v o c o n t in u a l ly  a ff ir m e d  th a t  he  i s  n o t a r a b id  
re v o lu t io n a ry , b u t m er el y  a na n vzho d e s i r e s  au tono my f o r  h i s  
p eo p le . He sa id  t h a t  he  r e a l i z e s  f u l l y  th e  d an g ers  an d ob 
s t a c l e s  h i s  peo p le  fa c e  in  t h e i r  f i g h t  f o r  in dep en de nce ,. , an d 
he  know s th a t  i t  i s  n o t to  be  o b ta in e d  q u ic k ly  an d e a s i l y .
He 3 ta te d  t h a t  a s s u re d ly  th e  Fre nch  w i l l  t r y  to  r e tu r n  in  
fo rc e , b u t hop es  t h a t  th ey  w i l l  be w i l l in g  to  s e t t l e  p e a c e 
f u l l y  th e  a f f a i r ,  an d w i l l  r e s p e c t  th e  r i g h t s  an d ho pes  o f  
h i s  p e o p le . He a ls o  s t a t e d  t h a t  he  i s  su re  b lo odsh ed  w i l l  
en su e, - ho w ev er , i f  th ey  f o r c e f u l ly  t r y  to  im po se  a g a in  th e  
re gi m e o f  fo rm er  d ay s.  He s a id  t h a t  he  doe s n o t d e s i r e  b lo o d 
sh ed  o r  re v o lu t io n  i f  i t  ca n be  av o id ed , an d w i l l  do  e v e ry 
th in g  in  h i s  po we r to  n e g o t ia te  p e a c e fu ll y  w it h  th e  F re nch . 
Ho we ve r, i f  t h i s  cannot be  b ro ugh t a b o u t,  he  s a id  t h a t  he  an d 
h i s  peop le  w i l l  f i g h t .  He a ssu re d  me t h a t ,i f  t h a t  I s  n e c e s s a ry , 
h i s  oeo p le  a re  p re p are d  f o r  a lo n g  s t ru g g le  o f  te n  o r  tw en ty  
y e a r s , and a re  w i l l in g  to  f ig h t  f o r  th e  fr eed o m ,n o t o f  t h e i r  
own, b u t o f  fu tu re  g e n e ra ti o n s .

3.  C once rn in g th e  U n it e ! S ta te s , Mr. Ho s a id  t h a t  he  
a sk s  n o th in g , b u t lo o k s h o p e fu ll y  in  t h a t  d i r e c t io n  f o r  m or al  
s u p p o r t.  He e x p re ssed  a d m ir a ti o n  fo b  th e  A t la n t ic  C h a r te r , a s 
r e p r e s e n ta t iv e  o f  th e  fr eed o m -l o v in g  s p i r i t  o f  th e  Amer ican  
p e o p le , and  presum ed  th a t  "f re ed om  fo r  a l l  peop le s"  in c lu d e d  
fre ed om  f o r  th e  Anname se p eo p le . T h e re fo re , he ex p re ssed  h i s  
a n x ie ty  to  h$.ve th e  U n it ed  S ta te s  'Gov ernm ent an d p eo p le  know 
th e  f a c t s  o f th e  fo rm er Fr en ch  re gi m e in  In do -C h in a , an d th e  
a s p i r a t i o n s ,  a c t io n s ,  an d d e te rm in a ti o n  o f  i t s  n a t iv e  p eo p le s 
a t  th e  mom ent. He f e e l s  c e r t a in  t h a t  i f  th e  peop le  o f  th e  Uni 
te  J S ta te s  had  t h i s  kn ow le dg e,  t h e i r  m or al  su p p o rt  wou ld  be  
a s s u re d . He s a id ," T h is  i s  a l l  I a s k , t h a t  news o f  In do-C hin a  
be  gi ve n to  th e  wor ld "
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4 . C o n c e rn in g  i n t e r n a l  a f f a i r s ,  Irr .  Ho s t a t e d  t h a t  he  
was  f u l l y  aw are  o f  th e  g r e a t  d i f f i c u l t i e s  h i s  p e o p le  f a c e ,,  
th e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f  fa m in e , e d u c a t io n ,  r e c o n s tu c t i o h ,  f in a n c e ,  
w o rl d  p o l i t i c s , a t e . , ma de e s p e c i a l l y  d i f i c u l t  by  th e  d e a r t h  
o f  men e x p e r ie n c e d  i n  g o v e rn m e n ta l c a p a c i t i e s .  He s a id  t h a t  
th o u g h  th e  s t r u g g l e  w oul d be  d i f f i c u l t ,  h i s  p eo p le  w er e w i l 
l i n g  to  e n d u re  i t  an d w ere  c a p a b le  o f  s e t t l i n g  t h e i r  p ro b 
le m s s a t i s f a c t o r i l y .

p . h y  p e r s o n a l  o p in io n  i s  t h a t  h r .  Ho Ch i H ln h i s  a  
b r i l l i a n t  and  c a p a b le  man , c o m p le te ly  s in c e r e  i n  h i s  o p in io n s .
I  b e l i e v e  t h a t  wh en  he s p e a k s , he sp e a k s  f o r  h i s  p e o p le , f o r  
I  h av e  t r a v e l l e d  th ro u g h o u t T onk in  p r o v in c e , an d  fo und  t h a t  i n  
t h a t  a r e a  p e o p le  o f  a l l  c l a s s e s  a r e  im bu ed  w it h  th e  same  s p i r i t  
and  d e t e r m in a t io n  a s  t h e i r  l e a d e r .
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u b .l ec t:  T cport  on th e  P ro v is io n a l lo ve rn m en t,  TEC 

’o : C h ie f o f  I n te l l ig e n c e  D iv is io n , 0-"3, Ch ina T h ea tr e

1 . Ja ck gro und  d u ri n g  Jap an ese  occu p a ti o n
a . The V ie t L'.inh who wern f ig h t in g  a g a in s t  th e  Fre nc h 

s e n t a d e le g a ti o n  to  th e  Fre nc h sh ow ing t h e i r  w i l l -  
in ri kess  to  fo rg e t  d if f e r e n c e s  in  o rd e r  to  f ig h t  th e  
common ene my, th e  J a p a n e se . The Fr en ch  r e fu s e d . The 
V ie t Ki nh  to ok to  th e  h i l l s  an d co n ti n u ed  f ig h t in g ,  
(S ourc e : ___•

b . ’Then th e  Fre nch  l e f t ,  th ey  co m m itt ed  a t r o c i t i e s
a g a in s t  In na ne se  p o l i t i c a l  p r is o n e r s , ex am pl e,  g a s -  
s in g  a t  Cao Sa ng , ( S ourc e:

c . 3a o D ai , fo rm er  em pe ro r o f  Annara, . who wo rked  w it h  
'T he  ~^rench and a ls o  th e  Jap an ese  when th ey  a r r iv e d ,  
l a t e r  tu rn ed  to  V ie t K in h. (S o u rc e :

d . The V ie t Klnh  p o l ic y , d u r in g  th e  Ja p an ese  o c c u p a ti o n , 
was n o t to  har m Fr en ch  in  In do-O hin a , b u t m ere ly  to  
e s c o r t  them to  th e  Chi ne se  b o rd e r  o r  to  s a f e ty .  
(S ourc e :

e . The V ie t k in h co n ti n u ed  f ig h t in g  th e  Ja panese  by b u l 
l e t ,  pro paganda, an d e v a c u a ti o n . The  Ja p an ese  wo uld  
e n te r  a. v i l l a g e  from which  e v e ry th in g  t r a n s p o r ta b le  , 
ha d be en  remov ed , when th e y  advanced , th ey  wo uld be  
f a r t h e r  and f a r t h e r  from fo od , th en  th e  V ie t Hi nh  
wo uld  a t t a c k .  (S o u rc e :

2 . fo rm in g o f P ro v is io n a l C-overnment
The P ro v is io n a l Go ver nm ent  i s  an  ou tg ro w th  o f th e  
c o n t r o l l in g  fo rc e s  in  th e  m i l i t a r y  re si st an ce .'* T -' r.

Chi *.ihh has be ?n suprem e commander f o r  a lo n g  
w h il e , an d h i s  mos t t r u s te d  men g ra d u a ll y  as su med  
p o s i t io n s  o f a ccep te d  pro m in en ce . The le a d e rs  a re  
th e  le a d e rs  o f th e  re v o lu ti o n a ry  a c t i v i t y - s t r s c k ln g



over a Ion- : o e r lo d  o f ye ar3>  How th e  a c tu a l  p o s ts  
o'? fo ve m m en t w er e chose n , ex cep t t h a t  o f  . p r e s id e n t , 
I do n o t know, o u t th e  p re s id e n c y  was o f fe re d  u n a n i
m ou sl y.  ( S o u rc e :

S t r u c tu r e  o f  Go ve rnmen t
The gover nm en ta l s t r u c tu r e  i s  t h a t  o f  s u c c e s s iv e  r e s 
p o n s ib i l i ty / . In  ea ch  v i l l a g e  i s  a na n who, f o r  th e  
w e lf a re  an d conduct o f h i s  v i l l a g e ,  i s  r e s p o n s ib le  
to  th e  na n who heads th e  d i s t r i c t ,  Many o f  th e  fo rm er 
m andari ns an d a d m in is t r a to r s  w it h  e x p e ri e n c e  in  su ch  
a f f a i r s  a re  now w or ki ng  w it h  th e  V ie t  Minh in  th e  
same  c a p a c i t i e s .  T his  sy st em  grow s s u c c e s s iv e ly  un 
t i l  th e  p re s id e n c y  i s  re a c h e d . Ther e i s  a p p a re n t ly  
no  ch ec k up on  th e  c a b in e t  o r  p re s id e n c y  o n ly  a mu- 
t u a l ’ se nse  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  (S o u rc e :

__ __  __ ,\3 ao  D ai,  th e
fo rm er em pe ro r o f  Annan , has now bee n  a c c e p te d  in  
an  a d v is o ry  c a p a c i ty , an d a s  an  ex am pl e f o r  p ro p a
ga nd a p u rp o se s by  th e  P r o v is io n a l  Go ve rnmen t o f  V ie t 
Nam. (S o u rc e s :

/3 ao  Dai t o ld ’ me t h a t  he  ’aodT ba reTT ' 
v o io fT ta r il y  a s  an  exam ple to  h i s  pe op le ..

P o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s  in v o lv ed
a .  V ie t Tdinh- a c o a l i t i o n  p a r ty  co mbinin- r V ie t Van, 
Co mm unist , and a lm o st a l l  o th e r  p a r t i e s .  I t  i s  a l s o  
known .a s Le ag ue  pour 1 ' In dependence de  1* In doC hin e . 
The  c o r r e c t  name o f  th e  p a r ty  i s  V ie t  Nam Doc Lap 
Dong K in h. (S o u rc e s :

_ _ v ---- ----------- -  ------

"b. V ie t Nam- th e  se co nd  p a r ty  o f  im p o rt an ce  in  7I C, 
o s te n s ib ly  p a r t  o f  V ie t V in h, b u t s u p p o r ti n g  Sa c Da i 
on th e  s id e . More sy m p a th e ti c  to w ard s C hin ese  th an  
V ie t V In h.  (S o u rc e s :

.................. V
c . Com munist  p a r ty -  now p a r t  o f  V ie t M'in h, r. o t v e ry  
Im p o rt an t b u t tr o u b le so m e . Mo st in c id e n ts  come fro m 
th e  you th  in  t h i s  p a r ty . ( S o u rc e :

d . Dal V ie t-  Jap an ese  sp o n se re d  y o u th . Tro ub le so m e 
a lo n g  pro pag an da l i n e s ,  b u t n o t p o w e r fu l .( Sourc e

? lr .a nce
R ece iv in g  a id  fro m C hin es e gro ups p o s s ib ly . P o n s ib i l i  
o f  some a id  fro m R u ss ia , b u t d o u b t f u l . ( S o u rc e :



310

6 . Army an d P o li c e  fo rc e
a . The Army o f th e  p re s e n t -o ve rn men t i s  a pea- 
. s e n t an d c i v i l i a n  arm y w ith  many fo rm er s o l 

d ie r s  in  th e  Tre nc h army. ?o r  th e  mos t p a r t ,  
th ey  a re  p o o rl y  ar m ed . They  ha ve  F re n ch , Ame
r ic a n ,  T hir .e se , Ja p an ese  we apons an d a n c ie n t  ■> 
f l i n t - l o c k s .  They ha ve  ^ re n  an d m ac hi ne  gu ns  
ou t n o th in g  l a r g e r .  ?h e s p i r i t  o f  th e  Army, 
ho w ev er , i s  v e ry  go od , a s tr o n g  d e te rm in a ti o n  
to  ach ie v e  In dep en den ce  ay  an y c o s t . They  ha ve  
no para de  gr ou nd  d i s c i p l i n e ,  bu t ob ey  w it h o u t 
q u e s ti o n  and im m edia te ly  th e  o rd e rs  o f  t h e i r  
s u p e r io r s . (S o u rc e :

b . The p o l ic e  fo rc e  i s  a ls o  a c i v i l i a n  one and  
i s  norm ally  e f f i c i e n t  an d w e ll -b e h a v e d .
( S ourc e:

7 . I n te r n a l  R e la ti o n s

a . E d u ca ti o n - V ie t Minh i s  a lr e a d y  e d u c a ti n g  i t s  
p e o p le . I hav e a tt e n d e d  sch o o ls  in  th e  ju n g le  
and  in  v i l l a g e s .  In  our cam p, sc h o o l con ti n u ed  
in  th e  f r e e  h o u rs  o f th e  ev en in g . F la n s  f o r  
fu tu fc e e d u c a ti o n  a re  under w ay .( S o u rc e :

b . R e c o n s tr u c ti o n -  th e  Go vernm ent o f  V ie t Nam
hope s f o r  fo re ig n  e n t e r p r i s e ,  c a p i t a l ,  and 
te c h n ic a l  a id .  I t  i s  lo o k in g  p a r t i c u l a r l y  to  
th e  U n it ed  S ta te s .  (S o u rc e : . il

c . Go vernme nt p o s ts -  th e r  i s  a d e a r th  o f  t r a in e d  
men , b u t I 'r .  Ho f e e l s  su re  t h a t  th ough d i f f i 
c u l t ,  th e  .1ob cyn be  acco m p li sh ed . ( S ourc e:

d . Cam bod ian  q u e s ti o n -  r e l a t i o n s  w it h  Cam bodia a r e  
e x c e l le n t . (S o u rc e :

r
e . L a o ti a n  q u e s ti o n -  P ri n c e  Sou ph an ou vo ng , b r o th e r  , 

o f  th e  k in g  o f  L ao s,  is " in  Han oi ~U d~ cb nf er  w it h
Ho Chi Minh.  He i s  th e re  to  e s t a b l i s h  c lo s e  col- 
la b o r a t lo r r b e  tween  La os  and. th e  V ie t Van go ver n
m en t. (S o u rc e : •

__________  I-------  ---------------------------
■: 8 . T ore ig n  R e la ti o n s

a . T ra nce- th e  go ve rn men t knows th e  Tre hc h w i l l  
r e tu r n .  I f  Fren ch  r e s p e c t  t h e i r  r i g h t s ,  w i l l  
n e g o t ia te  p e a c e fu ll y , bu t i f  th e  Tre nc h t r y  
to  Impose th e  fo rm er re g im e, th e  Viet' .-’ame se 
w i l l  f i g h t  c o n t in u a l ly . (S o u rc e s :
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b . C hin a-  V ie t 'am fe a r s  C h in e’ s in te n t io n s  in  
visvz o f  one th ou sa nd  y e a rs  o f  C hin es o.d om in a
t i o n .  They a ls o  f e a r  Chi ne se  ec on om ic s t r a n g l e 
h o ld , b u t a r e  w i l l in g  to  c o -o p e ra te  and  ho pe  
f o r  th e  b e s t . ( S ourc e:

c . Z n g la n l-  th e  Vnnamese re s p e c t  T ag la n d ’ s i n 
t e g r i t y  as a n a t io n , b u t f e a r  t h a t  sh e w i l l  
a id  Fre nc h in  im p e r i a l i s t i c  p o l i c i e s .  They 
wan t Z n p ll sh  f r ie n d s h ip  and comm erc e. (S o u rc e :

X d . R u ss ia -  th e  V ie t Fi rth i s  u s in g  Co mmun ist ic  mwth 
metho ds  in  many th in g s , su ch  as th e  l i v in g  o f  
r e v o lu t io n a r i e s  in  th e  ju n g le , an d in  s o c ia l  
s i t u a t i o n s ,  b u t doe3  n o t p o l i t i c a l l y  em brace 

.R u ss ia n  Communism. (S o u rc e :__

X e . U n it ed  S t a t e s -  V ie t Kara lo oks to  America f o r  
m ora l su p p o rt in  t h e i r  s t r u g g le , a lm o st  ex 
p e c t  i t .  The  Ahn ame se a re  anx io us t h a t  th e  
U n it ed  S ta te s  sh ou ld  know th e  s i t u a t i o n  in  
FIC b e fo re  th e  w ar , an d th e  a c t io n s  an d th e  
a s p i r a t i o n s  th ey  ha ve  a t  th e  mom ent. ( Sourc e:

9» F u tu re  P la n s  o f  th e  P ro v is io n a l Go vernm ent
a . They p la n  to  r e s i s t  th e  Fre nc h c o n t in u a l ly
b . A n a t io n a l  e le c t io n  is .. .p la nned  when p r a c t i 

c a b le .
c . I f  peo p le  wan t him , 3? o Da i w i l l  be  r e in s t a t e d
d . The  ch o ic e  od th e  go ve rn m en t an d o f  i t s  le a d e r s  

w i l l r e s t  e n t i r e l y  w it h  th e  p e o p le .( S o u rc e s :

ATTACKKZUTS 1. A nn am ite  new sp ap er s
2 . D e c la ra ti o n  o f  In dep en den ce  
S .L e t t r e  au x  am is  d ’Hanoi*'-'
[Attachments  not printed]
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DATE OF REPORT: 17 Oct. 45’ OCT I 8 i9'’5 
DATE OF EIFO.: 25 Sept.- 15 Oct. 45

The revolutionary activity in Indo-China at the. present_tirae is the_out_- 
growth of the secret societies which have existed in Annam since the French 
authority has been established. The first troubles were at Hue, in June,1335, 
Then about twenty thousand Annamese attacked the French troops of General de 
Courcy, while king Han Nghi of Annam £led from his palace. The scholar, Phan 
Boi Chau, secretly fonaed a group to restore the throne to the young prince, 
Cuong De. Phan. Boi Chau offered the prince to the Annamese revolutionaries , 
as the symbol of the tradition destroyed by the French.

.After the Russo-Japanese war of 1905, Phan Boi Chau went to Japan where 
he founded the Viet Nam Duy Tan Koi or Society for the Eodernization of Annam, 
with the object of sending students to Japan, who were destined to form the 
beginnings of a revolutionary army, He also wrote anti-French pamphlets, and 
directed revolts in the center of Annam.

(
After the treaty between France and Japan in 1907, the prince, Cuong De, 

and his mentor, Fhan Boi Chau, Trent to south China There they organized in 
1912 the Viet Nam Quang Phuc Hoi, or Association for the Restoration of the 

Country. This group directed revolts in Hanoi and Saigon, and in the famous 
revolutionary district of Yen Bay in Annam. In 1920, the power of Fhan 3oi Chau 
•..as broken; he was arrested in 1925, then later released. He ended his life 
quietly, and old man passed by his times.

In 1929, Nguyen Ai 4uoc fouded the Annamese Communist Party, several as
sociations grouped to-gether with a common aim of opposing French domination.
In it were, first, le Parti Revolutionaire du Houvel Annam, founded by ancient 
revolutionaries who were political priconers in the pentitentiary at poulo Con
done. Scoorî , I 1Association Nguyen An Ilinh of about eight hundred persons of the
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poor peasantry, and small proprietors, if ter some attempts at revolutionary 

activity, he vas condemned to prison in 1929. His group broke up and joined 

the ranks of 1 ’Association des Jcunesses Revolutionnaifce Annaniite, created 

in 1927 by Nguyen Ai Quoc to aid in resisting French domination, and to 

establish a democratic government. The plan had tv;o parts: first, the libe

ration of the country, and then aid to other peoples still under colonial 

domination; and secondly, an alliance with Russia, The third goup, the Armani te 

Communist Party, was the Viet Nam Quoc Dan Dang or le Parti Nationalist An- 

naraite, founded in Tonkin in 1927 by a group of young students. It was this 

organization which made the mutiny at the garrison of Yen Bay, inflaming the 

whole of Indo-China. It provoked severe French reprisals which disorgam' r.p.d 

the party for a short time, but its members lost their identity in the larger 

Communist Party.

Nguyen Ai Quoc, also known as Ly Thuy, and now as Ho Chi Ninh, president 

of the Provisional Government of Viet Nam, born in 1892 in the province of

Nghe An in Annam, a province famous for its revolutionary activity. His father 

was a scholar who occupied an official position, but who was alcoholic and 

through this weakness, became destitute. He grew up to fix the responsibility 

for his father’s unfortunate experiences on the mandarinate, whom he criticized 

for their haughty and excellent living in comparison with that of the general 

population, and vjhom he accused of servility and greed in their relations with 

the representatives of the French governnnhft. During this time, his father 

earned his living by giving leesons in Chineze characters and by directing 

classes for illiterates.

’..hen he was nineteen years old, in 1911, Nguyen Ai «uoc left his home 

for Saigon where he embarked as a sailor on the ship, latouche-Treville. He
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v is it ed  America and }i.o j.and, and fi n a ll y  disembarked ii . France . In Par is , 

he con tinu ed hi s stud ie s him sel f, part ic u la rl y  in  p o li ti c a l and so cia l 

economy. ’.Then t he  world War was over in  1913, he wrote  a pam phle t,"C ahie r 

des Re vin dic ati on s du Peuple Annamite", which he add ressed  to  M.- Clemenceau,

Hr. Lloyd George, and to  Pres ide nt Wilson. At th is  tim e, he al so  freone nte d

th e Ligue des Dr oi ts de 1 'Homme, and was in it ia te d  in to  th e freemas ons.  *

In  1920, wi th Mr. Rappoport, he att ende d th e National  Congress of th e  French

Communist Par ty . He crea ted  an an ti- Fren ch  in te r- co lo n ia l union,  and in

1922, he founded th e newspaper, Par ia , in  which he denounced imperia lism.

In  1923, he went to  Moscow as th e re pr es en ta tive  fo r Indo-C hin a a t th e In te r

na tion al  Congress of Pe as an ts.  He sta yed  in  Russia, met Borodin, and stu died  

a t th e famous Conn n t e rn  sch oo l. In 1925, he went to  Canton under th e name 

of  Ly Thuy, to  work in  th e pr ess bureau of  th e Russian  consula te,  and th er e 

he founded th e "Ligue des Peuples Opprimes e t 1*Asso cia tion des Jeu nesses 

Re vo lut ion naires AnnamitesS

In  1927, came th e coup d 'e ta t of Chiang Kai Shek, and Nguyen Ai Quoc 

fl ed  with Borodin and Gen er al  Ga lien. He tr av ell ed  thro ugh Europe,  and 

f i nal ly  re turned  to  th e Ori ent  to  Siam, where he remained as  a ref ugee 

while numbers of jfoung revo lu tio na ries  from Vinh and Ha Tinh gat hered

around him.

At th is  time in  Annam, th er e were J>wo pr in ci pa l an ti- Fr en ch  groups,

le s  Jeun esse s Re vo lut ionn air es;  and le  P art i Re volut ion nai re du Nouvel 

Annam. The f i r s t  was in  a ra th er d if fi c u lt  po si tion , i t s  le ad er , Hguyen 

Ai Quoc, having had to  fl ee  from Canton, and hi s two lie ute nants ,Hong Son 

and Hotung Han, having  been impr isone d. Hotung Man, thro ugh  Chinese con- 

ta ct s,w as  re le as ed  se ve ra l weeks la te r , and wi th h is  comrades, Lam Due 

Thu, Truong Van_Lenh, and Quang Dat, di re ct ed  th e AssociaSSsbfttion and 

achieved 3ome success with th e ir  propaganda. The othe r group , le  P a rt i 

du Nouvel Annam, sent him de lega tes, ask ing  fo r a fu sio n of  th e ir  p a rt ie s.

He prosely ted th e de lega tes  who in  tu rn  went out  for-  him to contac t st u -



315

de nt s,  profes  so rs , e tc . and no fu sio n was ef fe ct ed .

In  th e beginning of  January, 1929, Genra l Li  Yan King;  jcoramander of  the

scho ol of '.Thampoa too k ac tion  ag ains t th e An/nmite imm igrants.  Th irt een cadet s 
were ar re st ed , and Hotung Nan and Le Quang Dat were imprisoned u n ti l 15 August, 

1929. lieanv/hile, Hong Son was liber at ed  a t the  end of  December, 1928, and he 

con tinu ed to  d ir ec t th e as so ci at io n . On 1 Nay, 1929, th e annual cong ress  of  

th e Associa tio n des Jeunesses  Re volut ion nai res  Annaraites i«as opened, and th e 

th re e de leg ate s from Tonkin sugges ted th a t th e name of  th e group be changed 

to  th e Indo-Chinese Communist Pa rty . This  was th e origi n og th e pr esen t Com

mun ist par ty . I t  st a rt ed  to  w ri te  pamphlets denouncing th e lead er s of l'A ss oci - 

a ti on  des Jeu nesses  and gai ned  ground from Tonkin to  Cambodia, vzhere i t  was 

jo ined  by about fi ve  thoudand adh ere nts  of  ISA sso cia tion Nguyen An I linh. I t  ’ 

made such ra pi d prog ress th a t th e "Jeunesses " , to  coun ter ac t i t ,  formed a 

se ar et  Communist group from th e  cream of  i t s  own or ga ni za tio n.  Thus, in  1929, 

th ere  were th re e r iv a l Communist groups co -e xi sten t in  Annam. F ir s t,  le  P art i 

Communist Indo-Chin oise- 'Dong Duong Cong San Dang, th e remnant of  th e Associ

a ti o n  des Jeun ess es . Second, le  P art i Communist Annamite-Viet Nam Cong San 

Dang, th e se cr et  pa rt y  formed with in  the"Jeunesses!J Th ird , le  Groupement 

Communist Ind o-C hin oise- Dong Duong Cong San Lieu Doan, made of th e P art i 

du Nouvel Annam. The impasse between th e Indo-Chinese Communist Pa rty  and 

th e Annamite Communist Pa rty was f in a ll y  broken by th e fo rm er 's sug ges tion 

th a t Nguyen Ai Quoc le ad  them bo th . The ce ntr al  committee of th e Assoc iat ion  

des Jeunesses  sent  a de lega te  to  Siam to  re ca ll  him. Nguyen Ai Quon embarked 

fo r Kowlihon, ar ri vin g a t th e beginnign of  1929. He took ove r d ir ec tion  of 

a f fa ir s , and ca lled  to  Kowloon de lega tes  from a l l  Communist groups,  to ld  them 

to  fu se , and to  obey hi s or de rs . The Orie ntal  Bureau- Communist Head quar ters 

in  Shanghai- wanted th e th re e part ie s to  jo in  the fe de ra tio n cr ea ted a t 

Singapore fo r south east A si a! . Nguyen Ai Quoc ob jecte d.  The so lu tion  was t h a t 

th e th re e SSrtiSS part ie s fus ed in to  th e Annamese Communist Pa rty , a na tion al  

par ty  wi th th e name of  one of th e former th re e,  and which was d ir ec tl y  connected

8 3 -6 0 5  0  - 73  - 21
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with the Bureau d'Orient. Hguyen Ai Quoc gave to this iww national unified 

party a provisional organizatinn with proletariat direction, and with its 

center in Indo-China. Under his direction, syndicates of students and workers tret- 

v/ere orgaized, and he founded the Annanese secti n of the "Ligue centre 

1 ’ Lmoerialiasme et 1'Oppression Coloniale'.' This organizati n was destined 

to bring into his party many anti-French people who had thus far belonged 

to no political group. In Cochin-China, he organized syndicates among workers 

in the Franco-Asiatic Petrol Co., in the arsenal, in the electric plants of

Cholon and Saigon, etc. In Tonkiu, the cotton and silk mills of Haiphong, 

and elsewhere were organized. In Annam, the same thing occurred in the 

railroad companies, the forest service, and the schools.

In April, 1931, at Hong Kong, he came under the surveillance of the

police, while carrying on a correspondence between the Bureau d'Orient and 

the central committee of the Indo-Chinese Communist Party. His capture was 

difficult however, for he left for Canton where, on Chinese territory, it 

was impossible to arrest him. The Indo-Chinese surete, during an investigation 

in Saigon, found papers saying that he intended to return to Saigon. The . 

British police were informed, and he was arrested by them on 6 June,1931, 

during his passage to Hong Kong. He was condemned to two years imprisonment 

in Hong Kong, but appealed the case to London.

After his prison sentence, Ho Chi iiinh was released through the efforts 

of Hr. Loewnsby, an English attoumey. Under this name, he went to Fukien, 

v/here he stayed some months, then to Shanghai, and finally back to Indo-Chiaa. 

During his imprisonment, and thereafter until about 1942, he and the League 

were acting underground. In this year, he ’went to China as the representative 

of the Viet iiinh League. Immediately upon his crossing the frontier, he was 

imprisoned by the Chinese for thirteen months. After his release at Liuchow,



he went to Kunming to contact the Chinese and Americans, and his own under

ground. organization. V/hile there, he did some translating for the Office of 

War Information. From Kunming, after having contacted General Chennault, he 

flew to Poseh and went from there, with an AC-AS team to Cao Bang. From this 

time, he worked with this team and its organization, establishing a network 

all over Tonkin province to aid American pilots who fell in French Indo-China. 

This vzork continued until the end of the war, but an additional Americal group 

started vzork with him against the Japanese in July, 1945, when two groups of 

Office of Strategic Services personnel parachuted to his headquarters at Chu Chu 
These two groups, with their Annamese troops, were engaged in gathering in

telligence, and in Commando operations against roads, bridges, and all lines

of communication between Langson and Hanoi. In early August, at the Chu Chu 

headquarters, a national conference vzas held, and Ho Chi LIinh was elected 

chairman of the Central Sxecutive Committee. This committee was also a 

tentative provisional government, and most of its members did take office.

After the Japanese submission, he went to Hanoi, arriving there 31 August,

1945® He took a public oath of office as president of the Provisional Govern

ment of the Republic of Viet Nam on 2 September,in Hanoi.

I'

The main opposition to the Provisional Government of Viet Mam comes from 

the group headed by Nguyen Hai Than. This gentleman now about seventy years 

old , was b o m  at Ha Dong or Nam Dinh. His family vzas of the intelligentia, 

and he received a good classical Chinese education. After the Russo-Japanese 
war in 1905, he was a member of the group vzhich went to Japan with Phan Boi 

Chau. On leaving Japan , he went to China , making his living by teaching and 

by his knowledge necromancy. Little is known of his activity from this time 

until the outbreak of the war in 1941, except that he vzas at bharapoa academy 

in Canton as an employee sometime between 1926 and 1929.



Afte r the JapaiL-e occupa tion  of Indo-C hina, th e -maaiese in  China, 

the bulk of  './horn were refuge es from Langs on, formed a lea gue, of  which 

Nguyen Kai Than was a member. This leag ue accomplished l i t t l e  however, 

sin ce  therewas in te rn al di ss en sion . L at er , when t he  Japanese sur rended , 

Nguyen Hai Than, in  Ting Hsi a t th e tim e,  jo ined  v/ith  the Chinese in  th e ir  

march fo r th e occupation  of  Indo-China . Here he was joined by Vi Van Dinh, 

former mandarin of Langs on, and by ot he r members of the  man darinate  and

th e ir  ad he rents, and al so  by various former pro-Jap anese and pro -Frenc h 
gro ups .

The p o li ti c a l si tu at io n , as i t  sta nd s a t th e moment, i s  th a t Nguyen
I

Hai Than, in sp it e of  pu bl ic  de nials from Chungking, and al so  de ni al s from 

Genera l Ko Yeng Ĉhen a nd General Lu Han in  Hanoi, is  bein g sup por ted  by 

th e Chinese un o ff ic ia ll y . He is  seen en terin g Chinese headqu art ers  a l

most dai ly , and th er e i s  d ir ec t telephone connection  between h is  pri vat e 

off ic e and th a t of General Lu Kan. This Chinese sup por t of Nguyen Hai

Than i s  weakening, bu t s t i l l  e x is ts . The po si tion  of Ho Chi Ninh and 

th e Prov is iona l Governemtn is  becoming pr ec ar io us , becaus e, although 

he is  supp orte d yb by th e grea t mass of the popu lat ion , th e wealthy and 

th e in te U ig en ti s of th e country  fav or  Nguyen Hai Than. At pre se nt,  th is  

is  ext rem ely  dangerous because th e Pr ov isi on al Government is  almost en
t i r e ly  without funds.

I ,

PHR3CHAL C33ZRVATION

ta n ce rt if y  to  the  fa c t th a t th e gr ea t mass

of  th e populat ion  sup por ts Ho Chi Ninh and hi s pa rty,  and to  th e an ti —Japanese
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ac tion in  which they  have engaged. I  have seen  men who were wounded in .^ -  
buscades  of Japanese  troo ps , have tr ea te d  th e ir  wounds, and have ta lk ed  to  
them about  th e ir  exp eri enc es and asp ir a tions.  In  tr ave ll in g  thro ugh  Tonkin, 
eve ry v il la ge  flew th e Viet I’ln h  fl ag , and had armed so ld ie rs  many with  
Japanese weapons tak en  in  ra id s . The women and ch ild ren were al so  org anize d, 
and a l l  were en th usi as ti c in  th e ir  su pp or t. The importa nt th in g is  th a t a l l  
were cogn isant od th e fa ct th a t independence vzas no t to  be gained in  a day, 
and were prepare d to  con tinue th e ir  st ru gg le  fo r yea rs . In th e ru ra l ar ea s,
I  found no t one in stan ce  of op posit ion  to  th e Vie t Liinh, even among former 
government o f f ic ia ls . In  Hanoi, th e si tu a ti o n  is  somewhat di ff erenf.. Cpl. 
Robert Callah an and I  bo th saw how wel l th e major ity  of  th e peop le follo w

th e  orders of  Ho Chi liinh and th e Pr ov is iona l Goverrasefabj, bu t al so  saw t h a t 
some of  th e we althy merchants and former high  Annamese o ff ic ia ls  favo r Nguyen 
Hai Than. Some of  th es e form er mandarins ar e ro y a li s ts , .and de si re  th e re 

tu rn  of th e im pe ria l house . However, Bao Dai, former emperor ofl Annam, to ld  
me pe rs on al ly  th a t he does no t de si re  to  re tu rn  to  th e th rone , th a t h is  ab
dic at io n was vo luntar y,  and th a t he is  in  complete accord  with th e pr es en t 
Pro vi sion al  Government and i t s  as p ir a ti ons.  At th e samfe time as Bao Da i’s 
sta tem en t, Ho Chi Einh sa id  th a t alth oug h he form erly  favored Communist 
id eals , he now re ali ze d  th a t such id ea ls  were im prac tic ab le fo r h is  country , 
and th a t hi s po licy  now was one of  repu bli can na tio na lis m,  in  which de cision  
re st ed  wi th th e peop le.  I f  th ey  wanted an im pe ria l house,  withou t power such 
as  th a t in  England, he and h is  pa rty had no ob ject io ns , and th a t is  was en
t i r e ly  fo r th e people  to  de cid e.

ATTACHMENTS:1) L is t of  presen t ca bine ts members, th e ir  po si tion s,  and former 
p o li ti c a l a f f il ia ti o n s .

2) L is t of  revo lu tio na ry  p art ie s of Indo-China.

8 3 -6 0 5  0  - 73 -  22
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ATTaC!E.3NT 1

Gov om nc nt  O f f ic ia l s

So urce s
7 0 co  *» io

1* The fo ll o w in g  g iv es th e  name s, o f f ic e s ,  an d fo rm er  p o l i t i c a l  a f -

f i l i a t i o n s  o f th e  mos t im port an t o f f i c i a l s  in  th e p re s e n t P ro v is io n a l

Gov ernm en t.

ItSCXO O ff ic e  o r  m in is tr y Fo rm er  P o l i t i c a l  "

Bo c h i Uinh. P re s id e n t n a t i o n a l i s t

Vo ng uy en  Gian I n t e r io r C cm iu nis t

Tra n huy L ie u Prop ag an da A ns . C u lt u ra l

Vu d in h  Boo E duca tion De mo cra t

Nguy en To n a ti o n a l S afe ty So P a r ty

Nguy en nan h 3 a Econom ics A ss . C a th o li c

Ph aa  va n Bong Fin an ce C om unio t

Duong due Hien Yo uth De mo cra t
va n

Lo w n  Il io n P u b li c  Work S o c ia l i s t

Vu tr e n g  Khahh J u s ti c e iio P a r ty

Dao tr o n g  Kim Cokes u n ic a ti o n s «  It

Pham ngo o Thach Liodi cins It II

Gu Buy Can No O f f ic ia l PosJ» Demo cra t

Nguyan va n Kuan n w n a t io n a l i s t

Chu va n Tan N ati ona l Defen se n o P a r ty

193



P o l i t i c a l  P a r t ie s

321

ATTACKS, 2

So urce  s
7 O c t.  45

1 . The fo ll ow in g  l i s t  in c lu d es th e  p a r t ie s  wh ich  e x is te d  b e fo re  th e  

V ie t Mirth to ok  over th e  go ve rnmen t. These  p a r t ie s  a re  l i s t e d  in o rd e r  o f 

im po rtan ce  accord in g  to  th 9  num ber o f memb ers . In fo rm ati on  g iv en  ab ou t

th e  p a r t ie s  in c lu d es : i )  T ra n s la ti o n  of p a r ty  name

i i )  P a rt y  p la tf o rm

i i i )  Or gans o f Prop ag an da  ■■

iv )  P a rt y  le ad er (w he n a v a il a b le )

A.  Nong da n cuu quoo ho i

i )  A g r ic u lt u ra l a s s o c ia ti o n  f o r  th e  n a ti o n a l s a lv a ti o n

i i )  P la tf o rm

a .  S u f f ic ie n t o u lt iv a te a b le  la nd

b .  Im pro vem ent o f th e  a g r ic u l tu r a l  syste m 
S ed uct io n

c .  A b e li ti e n  o f la nd  ta x

d,

i i i )  Duoi g ia c  nuoc  ( Thanh Hoa)

Hiep(  Ba gi an g)

V ie t nam doc la p  ( Cao ba ng )

Nuoc nam mo i ( Khu G ia i pho ng)

B. Thanh n ie n  cuu  quoc ho i

i )  Yo uth  a s s o c ia ti o n  f o r  th e  n a ti o n a l s a lv a ti o n  

i i )  P la tf o rm

a o Fre e de ve lopm en t o f th e  in te ll & u a l and mo dal  f a c u l t i e s  

b .  Freedom  o f c i r c u la t io n  

o-^-Sup p rce io n -o f—re cen t  s tu d ie s  

ft.  M od if ic a ti o n  o f th e  c u r r io u la
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i i i )  Hon nuo c (H anoi)

C. Cong nh an  cuu quo c hoi

i )  As so c ia ti on  o f workmen fo r  th e  n a ti o n a l sa lv a ti o n

i i )  P la t fo m

a .  In cre ase  in  s a la r ie s

b . Red uc tio n o f working  ho ur d

c .  S ooia l in su ra nce

d . Improve men t o f m a te ri a l and in t e l l e c tu a l  l i f e  

e • Workingmens ’ le g i s l a t io n

f .  Fixed  n ir ira im  s a la r ie s

i i i )  Lao dong

D» Phu  nu  cuu  quoc dosm

i )  Womens le ag ue f o r  th e  n a ti o n a l s a lv a ti o n

i i )  P la tf orm

a .  Vernal e em an ci pa tion  for m th e  fe u d a l yoke

b . Eq ua l r ig h ts  o f men

i i i )  Hone b e fo re  Au gus t

How: G ai  nu oc  nam
r \

iv )  Le ad er  xsH ll e i Tam Kinh

E» Vietn am  dan ohu dang

i )  Dem ocrat io p a r ty  o f Vietnam

i i )  P la tf orm

a .  Hew dem ocracy

i i i )  Doo la p

iv ) Lea de r:  Duong due  Hien
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V

r

*

F , VietNam ft, . quoo h o i

i )  Viet na mese a s s o c ia ti o n  f o r  th e  n a ti o n a l sa lv no n

i i )  P la tf o rm

a .  Dem oc ra tic  l i b e r t i e s  $ Re ducto n o f to xas) 

iii) VietNam

G. T h ii eu  n ie n  t i e n  pho ng doi

i )  li in e r s  gro up  f o r  th e  n a ti o n a l sa lv a ti o n

i i )  P la tf o rm

a .  S u f f ic ie n t sc hools  f o r  them

b ,  De velopme nt o f th e  m ora l,  i n t e l l e c tu a l ,  an d p h y sio a l f a c u l t i e s

i i i )  Hone

H,  Nhi  don g cuu  vong  ho i

i )  Youth  a s s o c ia ti o n  f o t  th e  n a ti o n a l s a lv a ti o n

i i )  P la tf o rm

a* P ro per educa ti on

i i i )  None

I ,  Thuong nh an  ouu quoc h o i

i )  Bu sin es sm en s a s s o c ia ti o n  f o r  th e  n a ti o n a l sa lv a ti o n

i i )  P la tf o rm

a .  Free dom  o f  tr a d e

b .  Freedom o f em ig ra ti on

c» o f p a te n ts

i i i )  None

J ,  Don ;̂ duo ng  cor .g son. dang

i  ) Communist. .p a rt y  ,p. f_^ndo -  China  

i i )  P la tf o rm

a .  Im pr ov em en t o f  th e  l i f e  o f  th e  •'.•ork 5n.j;a n
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b . U ni ve rs al  su ff ra ge  

i i i )  Co g ia i  phong 

iv ) Le ad er : Pham van dong

K. Dinh s i  cuu  quoc ho i

i )  H i l i t a r y  a sso c ia ti o n  fo r  th e  n a ti o n a l sa lv a ti o n

i i )  P la tf orm

a .  Improv emenj: of m i l i ta r y  I f e  and  ed uc at ta .

i i i )  Ken go i li n h

Ch ien  dau

L . ^a n hoa cuu quoc ho i

i )  C u lt u ra l a s so c ia ti o n  f o r  th e,  n a ti o n a l sa lv a ti o n

i i )  P la tf orm

a . A bo li ti on  o f th e ' io r io v .c neee p ra c ti c e d  by  th e  Fre nc h

b .  C re ati on  of a nevf c u lt u re

i i i )  T ie n Phong

iv ) Lea de r: Nguyen huu Dang

Ho Vien chu c cuu quoc  hoi

i )  A sso c ia ti v a  of o f f i c i a l s  and emplo yee s fo r  th  e n a ti o n a l sa lv a ti o n

i i )  P la tf ra m

a .  imp rove ment o f th e  m a te ri a l l i f e

b .  F a ir  plac em en t aa co rd in g to  cap ac it y  and a p ti tu d e

i i i )  None

II . - Linhv ion -ou u__qu Qn_boi

.on

ii '- ^S l& tf o ra

a." -P ur- youth  

i i i )  lio ns



IJ O* Phu  la o  ouu  quoc h o i

i )  A sso c ia ti o n  o f old . people  f o r  th 9  n a ti o n a l s a lv a ti o n

i i )  P la tf o rm

a .  Supp ort  f o r  th e  ag ed

i i i )  Hone

0 9 .  V ie t Mem quo c da n dang
i )  <33

i i )  Dem oc ra tic  l i b e r t i e s

E ep ubli ca n regime

i i i )  Hone

A W / v X ’W ' V

2 . The fo ll o w in g  p a r t i e s  a re  th ose  whixsh w ere  p ro -J apanese  

A. V ie t nam quo c da n dang

i )  Thi s p a r ty  was for me d a f t e r  9 March  45 , an d a ft e rw a rd s  u n it e d  w it h  

th e  Da i v i e t  quoo g ia  l i e n  minh unde r th e  name o f  V ie tnam quoc Han 

3toi» A fte r  th e  V ie t Minh came in to  powe r, one o f  i t s  th e  le a d e rs  o f 

th e  p a r ty , Hhuong Tong, f le d  to  China  to  a l l y  h im se lf  w it h  Nguyen 

E ai  Than ,  le a d e r  o f th e  pro -C hin es e part y ,V ie tn am  ea ch  menh  Dong 

min h ho i ,  Ee to ok  th e  name o f D r.  Pham Tran a f t e r  he  f l e d .

i i )  Le ad ers*  Nguyen th e  Nghiep

Nguyen ngoc  Son

Nhuong Tong( Hoang pham Tnan)

B» Dai v i e t  quo c xa  (a ls o  known as)

Dai v i e t  quoc  g ia  l i e n  minh "

V ie t nam quoc da n h o i

i )  Thi s p a r ty  was foun de d in  1942.  I t  hod no sy stem  o r  o rg an i ■rat.inn 

and  was n o t he ld  in  much es teem  by  th e  p e o p le . I t s  ne wsp ap er  was 
Haiphong n h a t bao
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. . i i ) '  Th? lo auors  w er e:  Phem d in h  Cuong 

Tru ong  an h Tu
C. V ie t na n phu c quo c dong min h hoi

i )  Thi s p a r ty  was founded in  Soj&irtamber, 1940 , a f t e r  th e  Ja pa ne se  in 

v asi o n  a t  Longs on, b u t nev er had much  o rg a n iz a ti o n . A ft e r th e  Fr an oe - 

Ja pa ne se  a rm is ti c e  a t Landon, th e  p a r ty  no lo nger re ceiv ed  a id  from 

th e  Ja panese , and  was e a s i ly  su pp re ss ed  by  th e  F re nch , The su rv iv ig  

members f le d  to  China .

i i )  Le dd er  : Tr an  tr u n g  Lap

D. V ie t nam th ahh  n ie n ja i_ quocJh o i

i )  Thi s p a r ty , foun de d a f t e r  9 M ar ch  45 , re ce iv ed  arms an d m unit io ns 

n o ta b ly  fro m th e  Ja panese . They p a r t ic ip a te d  in  p ro -J apanese  a c t i 

v i t i e s  and esp io nag e,

i i )  Lea de r Vo va n Cam

E . Dai v i e t  don ch in h

i )  P a rt y  was foun de d in  19 41 . I t  ha s be en  su ppre ss ed  by  th e  Fre nc h 

and i s  now d is so lv e d . The le a d e r  ha s f le d  to  C hi na .

i i )  Lea de r t Hguyn tu ong  Tern

5 . The fo ll ow in g  a re  p a r t ie s  wh ich  a re  now in  th e  V ie t Minh which  we re dom ed  

a f t e r  th e  V ie t Minh  to ok ove r th e  po wer .

A.  Cong th uo ng  cuu qoo ho i

i<) A ss ocia ti on  o£ bu sin essm en ! dan d in d u s t r i a l i s t s  f o r  th e  n a ti o n a l 

s a lv a ti o n  

i i )  P la tf orm

a .  In te r e s t s  o f th e  above

B. Lin h v ie n  cuu quoo ho i

i )  A sso c ia ti on  o f s tu d e n ts  fo lh e  n a ti o n a l s a lv a ti o n

i i )  P la tf o rm : You th in te r e s t s  

B." Cuu b in h  s i  cuu quoc

i )  A ss ocia ti on  of fo rm er  m i l i t a ^ r i l f o r  th e  n a ti o n a l sa lv a ti o n  

i i )  P la tf orm

a . P ro -m il it a ry  le g i s l a t io n



IV. STRATEGIC SERVICE UNIT “INTELLIGENCE
DISSEMINATION” REPORTS FROM FRENCH
INDOCHINA
The S.S.U. assumed some of the intelligence and record keeping 

functions of the O.S.S. when the latt er was disbanded in September 
1945. Although the names of the sources have been deleted, the reports  
from Hanoi presumably come f rom Fra nk White.
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STRATEGIC SERVICES UNIT, WAR DEPARTMENT 

Washington, D.C.

Intelligence Dissemination Number A-65936
Country: French Indo-China. Original Rpt.
Sub ject : Military and Political Infor- Date of info: 28 February 1946.

mation. Date of rp t: 5 March 1946.
Origin : Saigon. Dis trib uted: 7 March 1946.
Theatre : Indo-China. Confirmation: Supplement.
Source: [dele te]. Reference.
Subsource: No. of Pages 2.
Eva luation : A-2. Attachments.

1. On 27 February, about 100 French troops mostly from the 2nd Armored 
and Colonial Infa ntry  Divisions, in more than 3 hours’ rioting burned and 
sacked the residence of Paul Valere, Edito r of the  Socialist Weekly, La Justice. 
The immediate cause of the a ttack was the editorial which the Socialist weekly, 
always sharply critica l of the conduct of French soldiers, published on the 
morning of 27 February , defending it s stand and reminding the troops tha t they 
were paid by the  Government of France of which the Socialist P arty  is the key
stone. Sale of this issue was halted around 18 hours w’hen 2nd Division troops 
seized papers from new’sboys and cafe readers and burned them in the main 
square in Saigon. Mobs of soldiers then wrecked the shop and printing plant  in 
which the paper was published and destroyed copies of the new Diocesan organ, 
Information Catholique and some 20,000 leaflets which were being printed for 
distribution in Hanoi by the French Army.

2. At the same time, the apar tment of the leading Socialist, Metter, was 
ransacked and he was dragged from his sick bed and beaten in the main street 
in Saigon. The attack on Metter was apparently instigated by a lieutenant of 
Spahis (North African native cavalry),  who denounced him as the instigator 
of the resolution printed on 24 February in the weekly Annamese language 
supplement Tuong Lai which called for recognition of Viet Nam independence 
and immediate cessation of hostilities. As the lieutenant and soldiers dragged 
Metter from his apartment, rioting troops shouted “Vive Le Clerc, Death to the 
Communists, Thorez to the pos t’” smashing the windows of the apartm ent and 
looting and burning its contents. Despite protestations, Metter, who it  is under
stood was imprisoned 2% years under Vichy admin istration for resistance 
activity in Indo-China, was badly beaten and only saved from lynching by last 
minute intervention.

3. The rioting occurred while the streets were posted with Military Police 
guarding the arrival  of d’Argenlieu from Pari s at  approximately 23 hours. 
Some observers believe tha t the coincidence of d’Argenlieu’s arrival and the 
riot was not accidental but intended to emphasize Army protes t against any 
possible moderation of French terms to Viet Nam Government. It  is the general 
opinion tha t the rioting, if not on orders from French Army headquar ters, at  
least  had  the open sanction of high-ranking officers, many of whom were present 
and expressed approbation.

4. There is a tendency in some quarte rs to overemphasize the coincidence of 
the riots and d’Argenlieu’s arrival. Many of the troops involved have no real 
consciousness of the significance of d’Argenlieu’s trip  to Par is and most are 
certain ly not anxious to continue a fight which will result in the shedding of 
the ir blood.

5. The following a re believed to be the basic causes of the  demonstrations:
a. Criticism of the Army by the newspaper La Justice which in p articula r 

in one edition replied to General Le Clerc (see introduction to paragra ph 5 
in dessemination [deleted] with personal praise for  him but pointed out 
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tha t most of the Regular Army in Saigon was interes ted in political and financial gain, and also referr ed to the poor record of the Regular Army who joined Vichy during the war. (See also  paragraph  2 in dissemination.)
ft. The civilian population is antagonistic toward anyone who suggests a compromise with Viet Minh or accuses French Indo-China French of war time collaboration with the Japanese or Vichy. Nearly all the demonstrators were unthinking ant i-Leftists.

6. The degree to which the riots had official military sanction i s not yet known but General Le Clerc is allegedly concerned. However no positive action was taken to quell the disturbances.
7. Former “legonnaires” favor cessation of La Justice because each issue demands prior ity action aga inst war time collaborators.
8. The Socialist-Marxist Party, which comprises only 130 members including a few open-minded old-timers, is responsible for La Justice.



STRATEGIC SERVICES UNIT, WAR DEPARTMENT 

Washington, D.C.

I ntelligence Dissemination Number A-65963
Co un try : Fren ch Indo-China. 
Subject : Poli tica l Info rmation. 
Orig in: Hanoi.
Th ea tre : Indo-China.
Source: [dele te].
Sub source: Unstated. 
Evaluation: B-3.

Original Rpt.
Date of in fo : 4 March 1946. 
Date of rp t. : 6 March 1946. 
Dist rib uted : 8 March 1946. 
Confirmat ion: Supplement. 
Reference.
No. of pages.
Attachments.

On 1 March Nguyen Hai  Tan,  Vice Pre sident  of the new Annamese Govern
ment  (see dissemination  [deleted ]) disap peared af ter unsuccessful atte mpts 
to resign. Ho Chi Minh claims that  his whereabouts are  unknown. On 2 March 
the  Annamese Congress adjourned af te r approving the  proposed cabinet . On 
4 March the cabinet held its first meeting. Ho Chi Minh claims th at  they offered 
the presidency to Bao Dai, form er Emperor of the  Annam, but  th at  Annamese 
leaders feared a change would undermine the  morale of the  people.
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STRATEGIC SERVICES UNIT, WAR DEPARTMENT 
Washington, D.C.

Intelligence Dissemination Number A-65963a
Country : French Indo-China. 
Subject: Military Information. 
Orig in: Hanoi.
Th eatre : Indo-China.
Source: [delete].
Subsource: As Stated. 
Eva luation : As Stated.

Original Rpt.
Date of in fo : As stated. 
Date of rp t. : 6 March 1946. 
Distributed : 8 March 1946. 
Confirmation: Supplement. 
Reference.
No. of Pages.
Attachments.

Note: See dissemination [delete] which reports the attempted French landing 
at Haiphong on 6 March.
4 March 19^6

F-2 1. On 5 March 10,000 French troops will arriv e at Haiphong and on 
6 March they will disembark. About 9 March 6,000 more will land. No air  in
vasion is expected because of fear  of Chinese reaction. Sub source : [delete]

F-3 2. The French did not tell General Lu Han of the date of landing until
4 March. Landing at  Haiphong will be forbidden by the Chinese because it  will 
involve Chinese troops in clashes and will hinder the withdrawal  of Chinese 
Forces through Hon Cay. The Chinese will insist  tha t the French go back and 
land at  Tourane so tha t Chinese withdrawal can proceed smoothly. Bloodshed 
and scorched earth appear likely unless pressure is brought on the French to 
negotiate intelligently with the Annamese. Sub source : [delete]
5 March 19^5

F-3  3. The Chinese have been forced to agree to the French landing at  Haiphong 
on 6 March. (See above paragraph, information as of 4 March). Twelve planes 
of ammunition and weapons will arriv e on 6 March for the Hanoi garrison and 
will be distributed immediately. North Indo-China will be returned to French 
control by 31 March but Chinese troops will not withdraw by tha t date. The 
date of withdrawal of Chinese troops is indefinite. The date for handing over 
Hanoi to the  French is some time prior to 31 March. Sub source: Unstated.

F-3  4. F irs t French troops landed a t Haiphong will be motorized and equipped 
with United States vehicles and weapons. This will decrease the protection 
afforded by the American flag and there is a strong possibility tha t i t will create 
resentment among the Annamese for Americans and in some cases may result 
in Annamese mistaking Americans for French. Sub source: Unstated.

F-3  5. On 4 March General Salan advised Ho Chi Minh as follows: Chinese 
plans for handing over cities and r ura l areas are extremely vague. The Chinese in 
Hanoi were caught unaware by the suddenness of French reoccupation. The 
French have 50 transport planes for ferrying  troops to outlying points. The 
French may put the Hanoi garrison under the command of the Chinese tempo
rarily. The French will assume control of Haiphong when all the contingent of 
10,000 troops has disembarked. Hanoi will be handed over piecemeal. Chinese 
troops will protect overseas Chinese.
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STRATEGIC SERVICES UNIT, WAR DEPARTMENT 

Washington , D.C.

I ntelligence Disse minatio n Number (?)
Co untry : Fren ch Indo-China. Origina l Rpt.
Su bje ct: French  and  Chinese Clashes. Da te of in fo : 6 March 1946
Origin: Shanghai. 
The at re : China. 
Source: [dele te]. 
Subsource : Unstated. 
Ev alu ati on : B-3.

Da te of r p t. : 6 March  1946. 
Dis trib uted : 6 March 1946. 
Con firm atio n: Supplement. 
No. of pages.
Attachments.

1. F renc h and  Chinese forces are  fighting at  Haiphong as a res ult  of French 
atte mp ts to land . Two small Chinese gunb oats  were sunk by French naval fire. 
The Chinese are try ing  to negotia te (portion missing). The French  Chief of 
Staff  st ate s th at  the  Chinese opened fire on the  Fre nch boats and th at  the French 
did not at tem pt to force  a landing.



STRATEGIC SERVICES UNIT, WAR DEPARTMENT 
Washington, D.C.

I ntelligence Dissemination  Number A-66643
Co un try : French  Indo-China. 
Su bjec t: Toli tica l Inform atio n. 
Orig in : Hanoi.
Th ea tre : Indo-China.
Source: [dele ted] .
Sub Source:
Ev alu ation : C-2.

Origina l R p t. :
Da te of i nf o. : 17 March 1946. 
Date of  rp t. : 26 March 1946. 
Dis trib uted : 28 March 1946. 
Confirmat ion: supplement. 
Reference.
No. of pa ge s: 2. 
Attachments .

1. Ho Chi Minh sta ted  th at  he could not  guara nte e a peace ful reception to 
General Le Clerc’s forces unles s the  French  had dem onst rated their  intention 
by 20 March to carry  ou t the con ditions of the 6 March accord.

Field Comment: Since th is rep ort  was delayed in transmission, [deleted] con
tai ns  l ater  in form ation .

2. Ho Chi Minh accused the  French  of bad fa ith  on the  following counts:  
fai lur e to open “imm edia te” negotiat ions  with the Viet Nam Government, and 
cont inued actio n by French  troops in Cochin China. As a res ult  of these failures, 
demonstrat ions have been stag ed by Annamites and  the  Press is clamoring 
for  the  date to be se t for  independence par leys  in Pa ris.

3. Sain teny  informed source  th at  Pa ris  was too busy with  other ma tte rs to 
fix the date.

4. Ho Chi Minh is obviously sincere in wishing to avoid trouble, but  fea rs 
th at  the  bad fa ith  evidence by the French  will weaken  his hold on the people 
and  strengthen  the  extremists , whom he describes as opportunists.

5. Ho’s chief opponent is Vice-President Nguyen Ha i Than, repo rted in dis 
seminatio n [dele ted] to have  disappeared  af te r unsuccessful atte mp ts to resign  
as Vice-President of the  new Annamese Government. Nguyen Hai Than is 
believed to be in the  Moncay Province forming a hard-core resistance group 
of unspecified size. (See dissemination [deleted] par agr aph  4).  Ho Chi Minh 
is worried over Nguyen Hai Th an’s defection and also fea rs th at  the local 
rum or is tru e inasmuch as  the la tter  contro ls a dieh ard group composed of 
seve ral Annamite p arti es.

6. Desp ite French  and  Br itish  optimism , the situ atio n remains  highly  volatile . 
French  and  Government post ers throug hou t the  city urge calmness and  main
tenance of order . However an Annamite newsman offered to show sources a 
secret w’ell-for tified are a of na tive  houses.

7. The Annamite Pre ss claim s th at  the  “Jus tice” incident  in Saigon (see 
dissemination [dele ted] was pa rt of the Fren ch fascis t program. Tonkinese 
con trary to their Saigon colleagues , have had an 8 months’ propaganda diet  
of “independence or death ”, giving them ample time to make fu ll pre parat ion s 
for the ir fight. During  thi s period, arm s and amm unitions were availab le from 
the Jap ane se and l at er  from the  Chinese.

8. At presen t it is imposs ible to speculate  on the  Chinese position, either the ir 
present sta tus or their at tit ud e in case  of a  show-down. Despite their knowledge 
th at  H aiphong is  being looted, ne ith er Ho Chi Minh nor Sainteny dare complain. 
The la tte r adm its th at  French  troops are  stil l smarti ng from the  Haiphong 
deb arkatio n incid ent bu t is hopeful  th at  the troops are  satisfied with  the  official 
explana tion  th at  the shell ing resulted from misunderstand ing.



STRATEGIC SERVICES UNIT, WAR DEPARTMENT 

Washington, D.C.

I ntelligence Diss em ina tio n Number A-6 642 0

Co un try : French Indo-China. 
Su bje ct: Pol itical Information. 
Orig in: Hanoi.
The at re : Indo-China.
Source: [dele te].
Sub Source : As s tated . 
Ev alua tio n: As stated.

Orig inal Rpt.
Date of info : 17,18 March 1946. 
Date of rp t. : 20 March 1946. 
Dist ribu ted : 22 March 1946. 
Confirmation: Supplement.
No. of pages.
Attachments.

17 March 1946
F-3 1. A young female Annamese Viet  Minh office worker unwitt ingly informed 

a high Chinese official that  while on a  propaganda mission las t week to a village 
30 kilom eters  from Hanoi, she encountered  1 Belgian, 1 Russian-Pole , 1 Swiss, 
and 1 unknown fore igner living in the village. Sub source: [delete ]
18 March  1946

C-3 2. The Chinese are  afra id  to press the  Annamese girl  for  fu rth er  detai ls 
for f ea r tha t she  realize the  importance of  the in forma tion.

C—0. The Chinese think thi s is a Moscow Group operating  with Ho Chi Minh 
despi te the  fac t th at  Ho Chi Minh claims he is a non-communis t. The Chinese 
are inves tigat ing. Sub source: [dele te]

C-0 3. This  incid ent may be used by Ho Chi Minh to strengthen  Chinese 
dete rminat ion  to remain in French  Indo-China, or it  may be the  cornerstone of 
a Ho Chi Minh-Moscow-Felix Gouin tria ngle which will shi ft into  high gear 
as  soon as French imperia lists  have been replaced. Sub source: [delete]

F-3 4. An Annamese r eports th at  Nguyan Hai T han  has recently been fo rming 
a resis tanc e government a t Moncay.

Washington Comment:  Dissemination [delete ] repo rted  tha t Nguyen Hai  Than, 
Vice-President of the  new Annamese government, disappeared  a fte r unsuccessful 
att em pts  to resign.

C-0 5. Should the  Ho Chi Minh-Moscow-Felix Gouin tria ngle mate rialize, it  
appears  likely  that  Chinese Nation alis ts will be forced to encourage a resis tance 
moveme nt Sub source: [delete ]
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STRATEGIC SERVICES UNIT, WAR DEPARTMENT 

Wash ing ton , D.C.

I ntelligence  Dissem ina tio n Number  A-66423
Country : French Indio-China. 
Sub ject : French Troops Enter Hanoi. 
Orig in: Hanoi.
Theatre:  Indo-China.
Source: [delete].
Subsource: Unstated.
Eva lua tion : F-2.

Original Rpt.
Date of info.: 18 March 1946. 
Date of rp t. : 20 March 1946. 
Distributed : 22 March 1946. 
Confirmation: Supplement. 
Reference.
No. of pages.
Attachments.

On 18 March, French troops entered Hanoi without incident. The city is 
abnormally quiet.



STRATEGIC SERVICES UNIT,  WAR DEPARTMENT 
Washington, D.C.

I ntelligence Dissemination Number A-66441
Co un try : F rench Indo-China. 
Su bjec t: Pol itical and Mil itary  

mation.
Orig in: Hanoi.
The at re : Indo-China.
Source: [dele te].
Subso urce:
Ev alua tio n: C-3.

Orig inal Rpt.
Infor- Date of i nf o. : 19 March 1946. 

Date of r p t. : 21 March 1946. 
Dis tributed : 25 March 1946. 
Confirmation: Supplement. 
Reference.
No. of pages.
Attachments.

In  a n interview with  source, General Le Clerc revealed the following opin ions:
1. He expressed  confidence t ha t the re would be no m ajor Annamite  resis tance 

to French  return , citing as evidence of successfu l nego tiatio ns his peaceful 
entry into  Hanoi on 18 March. He says the re is no t ru th  in the  rumor of fighting 
at  Hongay.

2. French  feeling is running high again st the Chinese because of bombard
ment and  looting  but General Le Clerc sta tes  th at  he has  taken measures to 
prevent such incidents. (See d issemination  [dele te] )

Source Comment: French forces did not carry  arms on the nig ht of 18 March 
but their conduct has  not  been such as to lessen possible danger. See dessemina- 
tion [de lete ])

3. General Le Clerc sta tes  tha t, in accordance wi th agre ements signed with  
the Chinese, Chinese troops will begin withdrawal on 31 March, thu s inferentially  
denying Yuen’s statement  th at  the  French are  anxious to have the  Chinese 
rema in a t le ast  a couple more months.
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C-2 1. Contrary  to rum ors  th at  his governmen t presented an  ult imatum to 
France  demanding tha t the  date  be fixed fo r the beginning of the Pa ris  independ
ence negot iations, Ho Chi Minh now app ears more confident of French  sincerity  
than  ever before. (See para graph 1 in  dissem ination [de let e]. )

C-2 2. In  a lengthy conversation  with source, Ho Chi Minh sta ted  th at his 
governmen t has  made  exh aus tive effor t to explain to Vietnamese its reason for 
signing an agreeme nt with the  French, and  th at  m ass meetings have  been staged  
thro ugh out  the count ry to cl ari fy  the governmental  poin t of  view. These meetings,  
Ho Chi Minh believes, are largely responsible for  the  peace cur ren tly  reigning .

C-2 3. He sta ted  th at  both he and  General Le Clerc, with whom he has  had  
two cord ial meetings, agre e th a t Viet Nam’s most immediate  needs ar e peace 
and increased  food production,  a nd th at  the  fact  tha t there have been no inc idents 
thu s fa r is p roof of th e government’s ability  to contro l th e people.

Source Comment: Ho Chi  Minh is fi rmly convinced th at  w hat  hi s country needs 
most in its  struggle for  independence is the sympathy and  und ers tanding of the  
American people.

C-2 4. He sta ted  fra nkly th at  if the  United Sta tes ’ Sta te Depar tment would 
publicly  condone his signing of the  accord  of 6 March, his position would be 
immeasurably  st reng thened. The  ma in reaso n he demanded  tha t the independence 
nego tiatio ns be held in Pa ris  was in order th at  the  delegation  might be in close 
con tact  with the United Sta tes embassy for  “sympathy  and  techn ical advic e”.

C-2 5. In  this connection, he fea rs th at  because of his widely adverti sed  
comm unist background America, Br ita in  and  China might be suspicious of his 
adm inistra tion. He adm its being a student of Marx but  claims  th at  Indo-China 
must have the  practic al suppor t of cap ita lis t countrie s for ano ther 50 years 
before  her  prod uctivity  can be brough t abrea st of her  needs.

C-2 6. While  the  food shortage is serious,  he believes th at  fa r fewer will 
sta rve  in Tonkin thi s year than  la st  year when 2,000,000 starved to dea th 
chiefly because  of Japane se requisitions, dyke damage and  drought. He sta tes  
that  th e government  ha s undertake n an ag ric ult ural diversification  program w ith 
emphasis on garden vegetables, which is greatly  relieving  th e situatio n. Fu rth er 
more, even withou t French  technica l advice, most of the  dykes  will be repaired 
by the  May plant ing  season.

C-3 7. General Le Clerc sta tes  th at  the Chinese stil l refuse to make the 
Haiphong docks ava ilab le to the  Fren ch. Never theless , he privately feels that  
he is in a good position mi lita rily  in the  event of Annamese trouble .

C-3 8. Vir tual ly all  Fre nch  stores are now open in Hanoi,  many for the  first 
time in months . Cabaret s with a full  quota  of Annamese girl s are open and 
are caterin g to both Chinese and  French  GI trade. Uti litie s are function ing but  
sti ll with a limi ted capacity. For the  first  time, the  French  newspaper 
L’ENTENTE published news instead of fea tur e ma ter ial  on 20 March. The 
general  ten or of the  20 March edit ion was  “Hanoi L ibere.”
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General Lu Han is telling United States correspondents tha t the Chinese are 
preparing  to demand reparations for the Haiphong shelling. Repiton, Chief 
French General Headquarters  Liaison Officer (see paragraph 2 in dissemination 
[dele te]) indicates tha t the French will counter the Chinese demand with a 
demand for reparation for shell damage to the TRIOMPHANT and other 
warships.

Source Comment: Such negotiations will have little  repercussions in Hanoi 
since a settlement would be handled elsewhere a t some distan t date.
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1. Responsibility for  the  mainte nance of law and  order in Haiphong  is 
scheduled to pass  from the Chinese to the F rench on 22 March.

2. Plans for  French  relief of the  Chinese are tri lat eral , being supported  by 
the  indorseme nts of both General Lu Han and  Ho Chi Minh. The large cities and 
towns  are  to be join tly occupied by French  and  Vietnamese tro op s; the villages  
and  sma ller  towns by Vietnamese  only. Defense Commissioner Tran  Van Giap 
is making 10,000 Vietnamese troops ava ilab le to augmen t General Le Clerc’s 
15,000 troops as specified in the  agreement between  the  French  Republic and 
the Viet Nam. (See attachm ent 2 in dissemination  [dele te] ). Subsource for  
par agrap hs 1 and 2:  [dele te]

3. An est imate  of total  Vietnamese stre ngth indicates between 30,000 and 
40,000 troops of which  75% are adequately equipped with small arms. French 
tac tical maps  show numerous  Vietnamese garr isons, dis trib uted stra tegically, 
most of them  not exceeding 200, and  the ir command not  unified, probably due 
to a  lack of speedy communications. Sub source: [delete]

4. Only the  most ten tat ive  plan  for  Chinese rep atr iat ion  has  been given the 
Fre nch  by General Lu Ha n’s headqu arte rs. The  60tli Army, stat ioned in the  
Haiphong-E ast Haiphong-Hanoi a rea is  scheduled to  leave on United Sta tes  ships. 
The  93rd Army is expected  to ret urn overland to Yunnan a t an unspecified date.  
The  53rd Army is the only Chungking Army in Hanoi which has not revea led its  
intention. Of the  three armies, only the  53rd is specifically charged with the  
maintenance of law and order.

5. In  an att em pt to improve  Franco-Chinese rela tions, General Le Clerc 
protested the  ant i-French at tit ud e of the local Chinese Pre ss and  in turn  was 
assure d by G enera l Lu Han tha t he w as al ter ing  its  tone.

6. The Fren ch are most  anxious to rega in prop erties now occupied by the 
Chinese, bu t a t the  moment are unwilling  to press  their claims.

Repi ton sta tes  th at  the  Haiphong-Hanoi railway  is usable , as well as the 
Northbound line, as fa r as the  Chinese border . Transpo rta tion on the Haiphong- 
Saigon railway has been int err up ted  by severa l destroyed bridges nea r Tourane.

(339)
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1. The fac t that  the French and Vietnamese have lived toge ther  one week 
peacefully is significant  and promising. However, a growing uneasiness and 
confusion among the Vietnamese is already evident in the  nat ive  Press and in 
the priv ate statements of government leaders . The Marxist  organ “Truth” con
siders  the 6 March accord ra ther  a truce tha n a preliminary tre aty , and demands  
the immediate commencement of Pa ris  negotiations and  the  inclusion of Cochin 
China in the Viet Nam Republic. The general impress ion is th at  th e Vietnamese, 
bewildered by the suddenness of the  armistice , do not und ers tand the ir new 
sta tus  and feel they a re being somehow cheated.

2. Ho Chi Minli mainta ins a res tained impatience with  French hesi tation to 
begin negotiat ions. Vo Nguyen Giap told source on 23 March th at  the  Viet
namese could not be expected to remain quiet  indefinitely.

3. However, on 24 March the  Vietnamese had  the sati sfac tion  of seeing some 
of the ir troops relieve Chinese sentries arou nd Hanoi. A significant sigh t was a 
French officer leading Vietnamese troops to th eir  posts.

4. Comments on the Franco-Viet Nam Mili tary  Liaison Group headed by Repi
ton, Chief French General Headq uar ters  L iaison  Officer, are  genera lly favorab le. 
There  seems to be a mutual und erst and ing on the mil itary side of the picture.

5. Colonel Trevor Wilson, Chief of the  Bri tish  Mission at  Hanoi, is leaving 
Hano i at  the end of  March as the  B riti sh consider his mission accomplished.
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